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Location: Cascade, Teton, Chouteau, Pondera, Toole, and Glacier Counties, Montana. 

Contacts: For further information about this Federal Draft EIS, contact: Ellen Russell, Project Manager, 

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability, U.S. Department of Energy, Washington, D.C. 

20585, (202) 586-9624, or Ellen.Russell@hq.doe.gov . For general information on DOE's National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, contact: 

Carol Borgstrom, Director, Office of NEPA Policy and Compliance, at the above address, 

(202) 586-4600, or leave a message at (800) 472-2756. 

For general information on the State of Montana Major Facility Siting Act process, contact: Tom Ring, 
Environmental Sciences Specialist, Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ), PO Box 
200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901, or (406) 444-6785. For general information on the State of Montana 
Environmental Policy Act process, contact: Greg Hallsten, Environmental Science Specialist, at the 
above address, (406) 444-3276. 

Comments: For the convenience of commentors, the Montana DEQ has agreed to receive all 
comments on this document and to provide them to DOE for consideration. Comments may be 
submitted to Tom Ring at the above address or via electronic mail at matl@mt.gov . 

Abstract: MATL proposes to construct and operate a merchant 230-kV transmission line between 
Great Falls, Montana, and Lethbridge, Alberta, that would cross the U.S.-Canada border north of 
Cut Bank, Montana. The transmission line would transmit 300 megawatts (MW) of electric power 
south and 300 MW north. In order to build and operate the line, MATL must first obtain a 
Presidential permit from DOE to cross the U.S.-Canada border, a certificate of compliance from the 
Montana DEQ to construct the line in Montana, and a right-of- way grant from the BLM to cross 
any BLM-administered lands. 

In March 2007, DOE and DEQ prepared a joint document that was a Draft Environmental 
Assessment for DOE and a Draft EIS for DEQ. Based largely on the public comments received on 
the March 2007 document, DOE determined that an EIS was the appropriate level of review. For 
the same reasons, DEQ decided to prepare a supplement to its Draft EIS. The Notice of Intent to 
prepare this Federal Draft EIS was published on June 7, 2007 (72 FR 31569). 

This EIS analyzes the "No Action" alternative, three alternative transmission line alignments, and 
11 local routing options. This EIS will be used by DOE, DEQ, and BLM to ensure that they have the 
environmental information needed to render informed decisions. 

Comment Period: The agencies will prepare a Final EIS after considering all comments 
received or postmarked during the 45-day public comment period that will begin when the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency publishes a Notice of Availability of this Draft EIS in the 
Federal Register. The agencies will consider late comments to the extent practicable. Locations 
and times for public hearings will be announced in the Federal Register as well as in local media. 
The Draft EIS will be available on DOE's NEPA website at 
www.eh.doe.gov/nepa/documentspub.html . 
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INTRODUCTION 

In this section the agencies present responses to comments 
received on the Draft EIS/EA issued in March 2007. 
Responses to written comments submitted at the public 
hearings and written comments that were received by mail 
or e-mail are presented first. Responses to oral comments 
received at the public hearings that differed from the written 
comments are presented at the end of this section. Readers 
will find the written comments reproduced in their entirety 
with a response to the comment presented to the side. Oral 
comments are summarized and responded to. 
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Response 1: After reviewing this matter further with Mr. Habel 
and meeting with area landowners, the agencies are presenting 
three possible local routing options in the Diamond Valley area 
for public comment. One of these locations or portions of a 
combination of these could be required by the agencies to 
reduce impacts. See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for more 
information. 



HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING 

VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deq ml qov/MFS/MATL.asp 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Mallsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PC Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 



SUBMIT COMMENTS. QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATLtSmtc 
PROJECT CONTACTS: 



Greg Hallstsn, MEPA Coordinator 

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 

Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 



406-444-3276 
406-444-6785 
202-586-9624 



Indlviduafe needing an allernalively accessible form of information should contact Mr. Halislen at 
tile address above. 
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Montana-Alberts Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 
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Comments may be submitted oralljf or in writing at ttie pubfic hearing. See back of sheet 
for more information on submitting comments after the iiearing. 



COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 
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Response 2: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. In 
response to comments, on July 30, 2007 MATL indicated that 
they would use long span mono pole construction for 53 
miles of line that would cross cultivated lands diagonally 
that were identified in the Draft EIS along Alternative 2. 
Alternative 2 would not include single poles on the other 
38.4 miles of cropland and CRP land crossed. 

Response 3: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Response 4: Comment noted. The cost payments are negotiated 
between MATL and the land owner. The agencies are not 
involved in those negotiations. The agencies have estimated 
a cost to farmers per pole per year from the line. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 

Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See baok of sheef 
for more informafon on submitting comments after ttie hearing. 

COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 



Response 5: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Response 6: The beneficial impacts from this project are 
described as "small and short term" to the local area in 
Section 3.13.3.2. The income, job, and secondary benefits 
were estimated with the best information available, and it is 
understood that many of these jobs would go to out-of-state 
residents. Also, some benefits would be felt outside the 
study area by customers of the line. 

Response 7: Comment noted. Information for wind farms 
economics was taken from the best available information, 
and is an estimate only. It is acknowledged in the draft EIS 
that the number of permanent jobs as a result of wind farms 
would be low. Please refer to Section 4 which contains 
information on the potential impacts of wind farms. 
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Monlana-Alberta Tie LM. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 
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HOW TO COMMeNT AND F 



1 PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING 



VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deq.mL gov/MFS/MATL.asp 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg HaSsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PC Box 200B01 
Hetena, MT 5B620-OS01 



SUBMIT COMt/IENTS, QUESTIOMS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@mt.aov 
PROJECT CONTACTS: 



Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 

Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 



406-444-3276 
406-444-6785 
202-566-9624 



Individuals needing an alternatively accessibie form of information should contact Mr. Hailslen at 
the address above. 



Response 8: While the Major FaciUty Siting Act provides the 
procedure for obtaining approval to construct a major 
facility, including electric transmission lines, it does not 
provide a procedure for acquiring property on which to 
construct the facility. The property must be obtained 
through negotiations between a project sponsor and a 
landowner or if negotiations are not successful, a 
condemnation proceeding under the laws of eminent domain 
may be used. 

Eminent domain may only be exercised if the purpose for 
which it is being exercised is a public use. Those public uses 
are identified and listed by the Legislature in Section 70-30- 
102, MCA. Subsection 37 of that statute lists electrical power 
lines as a public use. Section 70-30-102, MCA, does not 
distinguish between electrical power lines built by private 
enterprise and a publicly owned utility. 

Before private property can be taken. Section 70-30-111, 
MCA, requires the condemner to demonstrate that the public 
interest requires the taking based on the following findings: 

1. the use to which the property is to be applied is a use 
authorized by law; 

2. the taking is necessary to the use; 

3. if already being used for a public use, that the public 
use for which the property is proposed to be used is a 
more necessary public use; and 
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4. an effort to obtain the property interest sought to be 
taken was made by submission of a written offer and the 
offer was rejected. 
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As indicated above, an electric transmission line is a use for 
which condemnation is authorized by law. In regard to 
whether the taking is necessary, Montana courts have 
determined that the necessity need not be absolute or 
indispensable. Rather, a taking is necessary if it "is 
reasonable, requisite, and proper for the accomplishment of 
the end in view, under the particular circumstances of the 
case." As indicated in Section 3.17, DEQ has determined the 
necessity of the electric transmission line proposed by 
MATL. 

As indicated in the handbook entitled Eminent Domain in 
Montana published by the Legislative Environmental Policy 
Office in May of 2001, "[a] public use does not have to be a 
project that directly benefits the entire public or even the 
landowner whose property is taken through eminent 
domain. It may be a project that benefits Montana citizens as 
a whole through greater economic development or increased 
access to communications." As stated by the Montana 
Supreme Court in EUinghouse v. Taylor (1897), 19 Mont. 462, 
48 P. 757, "Persons have been allowed the right of eminent 
domain on the theory of public use, in the construction of 
dams for the operation of grist and saw mills, in the 
reclamation of swamp lands, and in other similar instances 
that might be enumerated where the public had no direct 
interest in these operations, whose main end was mere 
private gain, and where the benefit to the people at large 
could result indirectly and incidentally only from the 
increase of wealth and development of natural resources." 

Response 9: Table 4.1-2 lists the four instances where MATL and 
shippers have reached agreements. As can be seen from the 
revised table, bids have been accepted by MATL for 300 MW 
to be shipped from north to south and 300 MW south to 
north. The line should be capable of shipping electricity both 



north into Canada and south into Montana. Whether these 
shippers have secured agreements to move power south 
beyond Great Falls is not known. The benefits of MATL to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. 
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 10: The agencies contracted with an independent 
engineer (HDR, Billings) to examine this issue more 
carefully. He reported that the general National Electric 
Safety Code (NESC) rule 232 (C) and table 232-1 are used to 
calculate the minimum ground clearances for different 
voltages. Assuming an elevation of 4500 feet, the calculation 
is as follows: 

Table 232-1 Basic Clearance 18.50 feet 

Adder for voltage above 22 kV 3.91 feet 

Adder for voltage above 3,300 feet - 3.6percent 0.14 feet 
22.55 feet 

Applying the NESC rounding rule 22.60 feet 

An alternate method, for voltage above 98 kV, can be used to 
calculate the minimum ground clearance using NESC Rule 
232 (D). This is the method used by SNC LAVALIN, the 
MATL consultant. This calculation is as follows: 

Reference height from Table 232-3 14.00 feet 

Adder for Electrical Component Table 232-4 7.10 feet 

Adder for elevation above 1,500 feet - 9percent .64 feet 
21.74 feet 

Applying the NESC rounding rule 21.80 feet 
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These calculated clearance minimums are based on a 
maximum vehicle height of 14 feet. As has been pointed out 
by several commenters, farming equipment often exceeds 
this height, but what height is appropriate to use for a design 
height is debatable. According to HDR 'Tt does seem 
prudent to design for clearance in excess of the minimum to 
allow for the increase in heights of vehicular traffic near the 
transmission line. HDR's experience with our utility clients 
has always resulted in 230-kV minimum design clearance 
between 25 feet and 30 feet. Rural Utilities Services (RUS) 
requires 25 feet of ground clearance in their design manual 
for 230-kV transmission lines. Another client, Xcel Energy in 
Minneapolis, MN requires a design clearance of 30 feet for all 
230-kV lines and their service area is largely rural farm land 
similar to the farm land traversed by the MATL transmission 
line." 
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Response 11: See response to comment 6. 

Response 12: Your comment is noted; see response to comment 
7. In the cumulative impacts section of the draft EIS, only a 
few permanent jobs are predicted as a result of wind farms. 

Response 13: The Executive Summary does not indicate that 
wind power would provide a firm back-up power source for 
Northwestern Energy (NWE). The Executive Summary 
states: "The MATL line could also create another opportunity 
for Montana's largest privately owned transmission and 
distribution utility, NWE, to obtain regulating reserves for its 
transmission system control area." This statement does not 
indicate that wind generation would be the source of 
regulating reserves. Other sources may be available from 
Canada, outside NWE's control area. 

Response 14: Comment noted. The agencies understand that 
MATL proposes to pay for an easement 45 feet wide. 
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Response 15: See response to comment 8. 

Response 16: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Response 17: Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. 

Response 18: The use of monopoles varies by alternative. See 
chapter 2 for more details. 

Response 19: See response to comment 10. 
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Clearance Development 



Segment 6: Clearance Development Answers 



Comment 19 
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25.0' Truck Height 

-14.Q; Included in Code Clearance 

(See Appendix A, Table A2) 

11.0' Needed Extra Above Table Value 

_±2M. Planned Road Hevation Change 



13.0' Total Extra Needed ® Worst 

Case Condition 
_tia^ Table Value 



=31.5' Total Needed ® Worst Case 
Condition __^ 






4.5' 
+25.0' 



.J2M 



Normal Road Clearance 
Reference Height for a Ttuck 

Over the Reference Height 
Actual Truck Hei^t (See 

Appendix A, Table Al) 
Planned Road ElevaticHi Change 



Uirt ol Sl^ 



1.91' 
60' F initial sag 




2' spillage 



Wotfit cai3e total final sag @ 32 
degrees F with 1/2 " radial ice 

Less Initial Sag ® 60 degrees F 



= Sag change from 60 degrees F 
initiai to 32 degrees F final with 



Plus required "not-less-tlian" 
clearance 

= Required clearance at 60 
degrees F initial saa 



+ 31 .SO- 



Worst case total final sag @ 32 
degrees F with 1/2" radial ice 

Plus required "not-less-tihan"' 
clearance 

= Required Line-of-Sight (LOS) 
between conductor attachmait 
points 

Less Initial Sag ® 60 degrees F 



= Required clearance at 60 
degrees F initial Sag 



+ 31.5Q- 



CDA^I 

This text is for mjstrstivefiufposes only. R^bt to the ^tuai wOfcSng ofthe 2002 NESC- 

@ Copyhghl 2002 Clapp Resell, inc. 
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7. Ruff Woods is a forest along Highway 1. Wha.! 
vertical dearance \a required for a phase 
conductor of a 19,9/345kV effectively grounded 
wye line running along the highway and: 

a. wiftiin tiie highwaiy R/W? 

b. on private R/W? 



Comment 19 
(Continued) 



IS.S'-Category 9 — Saa Tdble 232-1, Column 4 
18.5'-CategD^ 4 
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What clearance above a roadway is required for a 
span of 230kV conductors? 



t23(Hi;Vn.732=132.79l = fwminal phase-to- 
neutral voltage. 

[132.79 X 1.0S=139.4kVl = maximum 
operating voltage. 

[139.4-22=117.4kV] - kV above 22kV-to- 

gFDUnd 

[llTkV X 0.4"/kV=46.%"l = 4' voltage adder 
18.5' + 4' = 22.5'. 



9. Now assume that a 230kV line in the Light Loading District has a 
maximum design temperature of 156 deg F. We know that flie 
conductor will change in sag wiUi Hme and with temperature. 
Assume that the sag change from initial unloaded sag of 4.6 feet at 
60 deg F down to Jinal unloaded sag at 60 deg F is 1,5 feet, When 
the conductor temperature increases to 156 deg F, the conductor 
sags a further 6 feet lower, i.e., the sag at 1S6 deg F b 4.6 + 1.5 + 6 
= 12.1 feet 




a. "What is fl\e least clearance allowed above flie road during 
maximum sag conditions? 

b. if you originally install the conductor at 60 degrees F initial sag, 
how high above the roadway tnti$t it be to meet the vertica! 
clearance requaements? 

c. How high is Sie iiiw of sight between the 230 kV conductor 
attachmvsnts above the road? 

Now assume that our 23GkV conductor is initially insfcaUed 12 feet 
below the level of an overhead shield (static) surge protectian 
wire. 

d. What is the height of ttiat shield wiie above the roadway at 

initial installatian? 



a. The basU clearance 
af closest approach is 18.5 
feel. To this must be added 
the voltage adder df 4 feet 
(as calculated in Answer &). 
This gives us 22.5 ' as the 
lowest conductor position 
allowed above the road 
under any circumstances. 

b. Add the diS^ivnce 
between worst case sag and 
initial stringing sag {7-5') to 
the required deaiance (22.3') 
to get the required height 
above tiie road at initial 
installation of M feet 



c Add tiie Initial sag of 

4.6 feet to get Hie height of 
the LOS above the roadway 
of 34.6 feet. 



232 A-3 
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Great Falls Public Hearing on MATL EIS, Maich 29, 2007 

Thank you for the opponunily for submitting publii; comment on this proposed project, 
I've already sent in several comments and references via email to the DEQ office, and I 
plan to submit a few more written comments before April 9. 



-Nearly everj'body nowadays is "FOR" wind mefgyralia^so-aiT iT^uTa^^l'tlTlo many 
things, the devil is in the details, and a lot of details seem to be lacking in this EIS. 
Tonight, a lot of us probably have way more questiotis than we have statements, because 
the MATL EIS seems quite vague and incomplete about cumulative effects. 

If this is going to be the only EIS for future wind energy development in nonheentral 
Montana, doesn't it seem essential that before the transmission line is approved, the 
public should know much, much more about the specific locations and size of the wind 
faniis tliemselves, and the cumulative effects of those wind fami.'i, which would have a 
much bigger overall impact on tlie landscapes, etc, than the transmission line? 

An article in the Choteau Acantha mentioned "eminent domain'^ as a factor, if this project 
is approved. So it seems important to have a lot more details right now. before moving 
forward with this, if indeed there will be no more environmental studies done for futtu-e 
wind farm developments, beyond this EIS. 

Doesn't it seem important that the public should have a much more comprehensive 
document about what is planned, not only in the NEAR future (which the plan barely 
mentions), but also in the distant future, say 5 or 10 years down the road, in terms of the 
cumulative effects of adding capacity to the transmission line, the locations of fiiture 
feeder lines, and specirtc locations of where large wind developments would occur? 



n 



The current draft EIS seems to do well at showing alfcmatives for the tiansniission line, |Comment21 I 
iutit'svery vague about the specifies of wmd farms, h barely mentions a couple of 
' possible locations in the short teiTO. but it seems very inadequate in^addressmg^tlie 
impacts of cumulative effects that large industrial-style wind faiitis might have in the |Comnnent22 
future - effects that undoubtedly would have a far, far greater impact than the MATT 
transmission line by itself or the MATL line with the two wind farras.mentioned for the 
Cut Bank and Shelby areas. 
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1 1 hope that DEQ and DOK, in thi.s process, will ensure that the public gets much more 
detailed information on plamied and potential wind farms and their .cumula tive e ffects; 

■and also in the process I hope you will fiuarantee that the p u blic will ha ve a very stroiig 
voice in deter mining where future winj farm develo pments sh ouldTori hould not, occur. JCommmt 23 | 
And of course, I'm thmEingTiere of the very special, spectacular and relatively S 
uncluttered landscapes directly east of Glacier National Partt and the Badger-Two / 
Medicine area and the Rocky Mountain Front. , i i i j > 
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Choteau, Montana 59422-0763 
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Response 20: The Montana Environmental Policy Act and the 
National Environmental Policy Act require state and federal 
agencies to analyze the potential impacts of their actions on 
the human environment. The proposed actions are the 
issuance of a certificate of compliance for the transmission 
line by DEQ, under the Major Facility Siting Act, and 
issuance of a Presidential permit by DOE. The agencies have 
no regulatory authority over wind farms, and none has 
applied for permits administered by the agencies. The 
potential impacts of wind farms that might be connected to 
the transmission line in the future are discussed in Chapter 4, 
as far as available information allows. Individual taller wind 
turbines would be more visible than the individual 
structures for the proposed transmission line. The wind 
turbines are expected to be clustered in individual wind 
farms and would not stretch between Great Falls and 
Lethbridge. 

Response 21: Comment noted. See the discussion of wind farm 
related impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 22: While several firms have contracted for 
transmission capacity on the MATL line, they have not 
identified specific locations for their wind farms or wind 
turbines. Chapter 4 describes potential locations for wind 
farms in the area, but readers should recognize that locations 
could change, some project sponsors may choose to locate 
their projects in other areas, and additional wind farms may 
be proposed. The agencies do not have regulatory authority 
over wind farm siting, so they cannot demand information 
from prospective wind farm developers, nor can the agencies 
require developers to publicly disclose their plans. The 
agencies agree that it would be good for developers to be 
open with the public with regard to their plans. 
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Response 23: Since 1995 Montana's legislature has decreased the 
amount of regulatory control over generation facilities under 
the Montana Major Facility Siting Act. In 2001 the legislature 
removed the DEQ's authority to regulate the location of most 
types of generation facilities. DEQ does not have the 
authority to regulate the location of wind farms under other 
statutes it administers. Without statutory authority, DEQ 
cannot guarantee that the public would have a voice in 
determining where future wind farm developments should 
or should not be located. The agencies understand that the 
wind farms would be located on privately owned land. 

Response 24: With regard to preparing programmatic ElSs, the 
rules implementing the Montana Environmental Policy Act 
say, "The agency may also prepare a programmatic review 
whenever required by statute, whenever a series of actions 
under the jurisdiction of the agency warrant such an analysis 
as determined by the agency, or whenever prepared as a 
joint effort with a federal agency requiring a programmatic 
review" (ARM 17.4.628(2)). DOE generally completes 
programmatic environmental reviews when several 
proposals will have cumulative or synergistic environmental 
impact upon a region or when proposing a new agency 
program that would affect the environment. Neither DEQ 
nor DOE is contemplating a series of actions or creating a 
new program that will have an impact on the environment. 
No programmatic review is required for the MATL line. 
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Response 25: Montana does produce more electricity than it 
consumes. The need for the MATL Une as stated in Section 
1.2.1 is "to connect the Montana electrical transmission grid 
with the Alberta electrical transmission grid (no direct 
connection currently exists), provide access to potential 
markets for new and existing power generation facilities in 
the vicinity of the proposed transmission line, and improve 
transmission access to markets seeking new energy 
resources." The need for the line is not primarily to export 
more electricity out of Montana. 

Response 26: Comment noted. MATL has proposed a merchant 
line, one that would provide a service to persons generating 
or purchasing power. As such, it would benefit generators 
that would not otherwise have a transmission path to market 
their product. The line also would benefit MATL financially 
when it would make a profit on the service it provides. 
Finally, the line may provide benefits to Montana consumers 
by providing another transmission path into the state which 
could help improve the reliability of transmission in 
Montana through additional redundancy. 

Response 27: Comment noted. While the line could facilitate the 
development of wind resources and other generation 
facilities, it would be a merchant line and provide another 
transmission path to and from Montana. When the wind is 
not blowing or when wind generators are not fully exercising 
their agreements to transmit power over MATL's line, the 
proposed line could be available to other generators and 
power users on a short-term, non-firm basis. 

Response 28: The discussion of impacts for the proposed MATL 
transmission line has been expanded in Chapter 4 for more 
description of potential visual impacts associated with wind 
farm development. 
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Response 29: See response to comment 20. Wind farms are most 
likely to be located in windy areas, within about 30 to 40 
miles of an existing transmission line with available 
transmission capacity, and where agreements can be 
negotiated with affected landowners. For the proposed 
MATL transmission line, an area within 30-40 miles of the 
line has the highest probability for future wind farm 
development directly associated with the MATL line due to 
the cost of interconnecting transmission lines between 
individual wind farms and the MATL line. Different areas 
could be developed depending on project economics and 
availability of the wind resource. Other than the McCormick 
Ranch Wind Park, which would have about 60 turbines 
located north of the Marias River between the McCormick 
and Sullivan Bridge roads, additional details on wind farm 
locations, number of turbines, and other project-specific 
information are lacking. This information is not necessary 
for certification of the transmission line. See also response to 
comment 28 for more description of potential visual impacts 
associated with wind farm development along with Section 
3.15 and the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 30: Comment noted. Thank you. 

Response 31: See Chapter 4. 

Response 32: Comment noted. 
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Response 33a: Comment noted. See comment 25. 



SHEFFELS FARMS, Inc. 



POBW1545 GrealFals.MT 59403-1545 
Offlca: (406) 761.8805 Shop: (4061 761-4882 



Response 33b-d: Refer to response to comment 25. The primary 
goal of the Une is to connect Montana and Alberta's systems 
and to allow for the development of wind farms in the Cut 
Bank area. The benefits of MATL to Montana are discussed 
in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are also discussed in Section 3.13. 



March 29. 2007 

Mr. Tom Ring 

Facility Siting Program 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd 230 kV 
Transmission Line (EIS) 

Dear Mr. Ring: 

The following comments are a result of the collaborative efforts of the landowners 
involved the Sheffels firming operation First we would like to extend our appreciation 
for the extensive work in the preparation of the EIS document Three areas of concern 
remain after review of (he document: 1) The actual need and benefit to the residents of 
Great Falls and Montana, 2) the impact on our cuirent and future farming operation, and 
3) the questionable right to eminent domain. 

Questionable Benefits to the Residents of Montana 



I I. "Montana makes more electricity than it consumes. The amoum of new 
ICommentaaa I generation that would be able to be shipped south into Montana is currently 

unknown due to potential transmission constraints south of Great Fails. It also 
I may result in more electricity flowing north from Montana into Alberta than from 

Alberta to Montana."* 



'^. "Due to constraints on the current system where MATL would tie in at Great 
|comment ssIT] Falls, the full capacity of 300MW to the south would not be realized,"^ U appears 
most aU of the benefits go across the border. It will be possible for our cheap 
hydro electric power to be shipped to Canada where they can reaUze greater 
profits at the cost to the Montana consumer. This is especially important when 



' EIS page 1-S 



Although the purpose of this line is stated to increase 
transfer capacity and allow for new energy development, the 
line could be used by utilities and other entities to make 
purchases and sales on the spot market (short-term non-firm 
transactions might occur on the spot market when the wind 
is not blowing or when a wind farm holding a firm contract 
with MATL is not fully exercising its rights). Such 
transactions would be limited by the amount of firm and 
non-firm power left over on the line after the firm contract 
obligations are met. Electricity prices are higher in Alberta 
than in Mid-C about 75 percent of the time, so it is possible 
that some monetary plays could be made on the spot market 
as a result of this line. (Mid-C means the Mid Columbia 
trading hub, a commonly used location where electricity 
prices in the Pacific Northwest are compared) This 75 
percent figure comes from a paper entitled "Montana Alberta 
Tie-Line: What are the Economic Benefits to Alberta?" by 
Aidan HoUis, Department of Economics, University of 
Calgary, ahollis@ucalgary.ca . This paper states that "when 
there is a price difference between two markets, there is 
generally an economic inefficiency. It means that there are 
buyers in the lower priced market who would be willing to 
sell into the higher priced market just below the prevailing 
higher price, and buyers in the higher-priced market who 
would be willing to buy at that price. If they were to 
undertake such a transaction, both parties would benefit. The 
same applies in electricity markets, and the benefits accrue to 
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Comment 33b 
ICont) 



realizing that wind fanns provide intermittent power and other power sources Mil 
be necessary to provide a steady load to Ca nada. 



Comment 33c 



The financial goals of the project do not take into account the best interests of the 
Montana electrical consumers. We believe there is a hidden agenda in that the 
primary goal is not to supply cheap eiectrical power, or to service wind energy, 
but to provide an opportunity to make monetary plays on the energy spot market. 
Financial gains made in the spot market do not lower costs to Montana users. All 
tha t results is thai our cheap hydroelectric power is sent to Canada. 



4, Where is the economic development? New job creation is limited from the 
M~| project, as little economic benefit would be realized once the project is completed. 
Certainly we all welcome wind energy, but MATL's ability to service any 
significant wind energy is highly questionable. 



Impact to Our Fanminp Operation 



1. There is a conflict between the map depicting Alternative Route 3 in Figure 2.5-3 
n and the description of the route as described on page 2-27 of the EFS, tirst 

paragraph under "Description of Alignment". The Alternative Route 3 describes 
diverting from Alternative 2 near the Great Falls Shooting Sports Complex and 
continuing north along the eastern side of the complex. This description is not as 
shown on the map. This significantly changes the line and the impact to the land 
owners in the area. Which one is right? Since we are not sure which is the 
correct line, fiifther study will be necessary to determine the impact of Alternative 
Route 3 to our farming operation. 



2. We .support Alternative 1, providing for no action on the proposal. In the e vent 
the transmission line is to prevail, we would prefer the route depicted in 



Alternative 4, as it avoids crop land where possible and requires single pole 
construction. Alternative 4 woidd only be acceptable if She route is changed to be 
"located south bf the existing transmission lines. This would avoid lands that are |Comm6nt37~| 
currently platted nn a subdivision in Township 2 1 North, Range 4 Bast, Section I 
70 I 1 



20. 



3, It will be imperative that single pole construction without guide wires be used on 
Icomrment 3b] ail crop land. The width of the equipment used on our farm make it very difficult 



to maneuver around double poles. Double poles also require greater use of soil 
sterilants to maintain weed control around the poles, adding to the environmental 
impact- 



4, Modem farming methods dictate the use of gps equipment. Power lines can 
W\ create interference resuhing in erratic readings from the equipment. 



parties in both jurisdictions, regardless of which one has the 
higher price." (p. 6). The paper also states on page 7 that 
"given, as discussed above, the likely increase in prices in 
Alberta in the near future, it appears that there will continue 
to be ample scope for imports of Mid-C priced electricity." 
Page 8 states that "on days when prices are higher in Alberta, 
we would expect imports into Alberta from Montana, if the 
MATL tie-line were available." The reason for this is that 
importing electricity from Montana could make Alberta 
electricity prices lower on certain days as Alberta could 
avoid some of its highest cost generation. This same gain 
from lower prices could happen in Montana when Alberta 
prices are lower than Montana prices. 

However, the amount of Montana-generated electricity that 
could flow up to Alberta is limited by the relatively small 
size of the line (300 MW) and would be a small portion 
compared to the amount of electricity Montana generates 
each year (about 3,000 aMW) and exports each year (over 
1,000 aMW). Much of the time, a large portion of MATL's 
300 MW would be used for firm commitments from 
generators rather than for trading opportunities. The paper 
also states that both Alberta and Montana could benefit from 
the MATL line from less of a chance of volatile spot market 
prices as well as less of a chance of the exercise of market 
power by electricity suppliers. 

Response 34: Thank you for pointing out the mistake. Figure 
2.4-2, Alternative 3 Alignment South, is correct. The text in 
Section 2.4 should have indicated that the alternative would 
follow the western edge of the Shooting Sports Complex and 
has been corrected. Figures throughout the draft EIS 
correctly depict Alternative 3 in this area. Land use 
categorizations in Appendix H has been corrected by 
milepost and the summaries of land use categories crossed in 
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Chapter 3 have been updated. Before rejoining Alternative 1, 
Alternative 3 would cross about 1.5 miles of crop land 
owned by the Sheffels families. These crossings would be 
near the edges of fields or strip farming patterns. 

Response 35: Comment noted. 

Response 36: Comment noted. 

Response 37: Alternative 4 remains on the north side of existing 
transmission lines along the southern edge of Section 21, 
Township 21 North, Range 4 East. There are several reasons 
for this. First, to locate the MATL line on the south side of 
existing lines the MATL line would have to cross WAPA's 
existing single pole 230-kV line twice. While not impossible, 
these crossings are likely to be done with very tall structures 
in order to maintain adequate clearance between the two 
lines. Because of the visual sensitivity associated with the 
Missouri River recreational corridor and conservation 
easement bordering the Missouri River, the agencies opted to 
avoid unnecessary visual intrusion in this area. Secondly, as 
indicated in comment 64, locating the MATL line south of the 
existing transmission lines in this area would restrict 
development of a new grain milling business in the 
northwest Va of Section 28, Township 21 North, Range 4 East. 



Both the single pole and three pole structures would be 
classified into three types: small angle, medium angle, and 
deadend. The unguyed structures would require large 
foundations with anchor bolts and much larger steel poles to 
hold the conductor loads. This results in higher costs for 
unguyed structures as compared to guyed structures. The 
following estimates are labor and material cost comparisons 
per structure for the three types: 



Single Pole Structure 
Small Angle 
Medium Angle 
Deadend 

Three Pole Structure 
Small Angle 
Medium Angle 
Deadend 
Source: HDR2007 



Guyed 
$15,000.00 
$20,000.00 
$30,000.00 

Guyed 
$30,000.00 
$40,000.00 
$50,000.00 



Unguyed 
$ 35,000.00 
$ 50,000.00 
$100,000.00 

Unguyed 
$ 50,000.00 
$ 70,000.00 
$120,000.00 



Response 39: Comment noted. See response to comment 599. 



Response 38: Comment noted. Unguyed single pole structures 
would add costs as indicated below. In addition, the 
agencies recognize that some agricultural producers would 
choose to sterilize the soil between the poles of an H-frame 
structure or between the structure and the guy wire anchors 
to control weeds. Others would choose to establish a more 
permanent perennial grass cover that would compete with 
weedy species. 
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in closing, we emphatically do not see the need for additional trifflsmission Unes in our 
area, when the existing lines are not utilized to capacity. We were informed that MATL 
could use the existing lines, but were reluctant because surcharges would be placed on 
their use. Further research needs to be done to study the use of the existing lines. 



Respectfiilly submitted. 





Sheffels 




dohn Sheffeli 



^kQ 



DougCi 




Response 40: The concept of MATL using existing lines is 
analyzed in Section 2.7, Alternatives Considered but 
Dismissed section. Two major transmission systems 
currently exist in the area. The first is Northwestern 
Energy's 115-kV line from Cut Bank to Great Falls built in the 
1960s. According to Northwestern Energy this line has a 
capacity of about 130MW under the best conditions. The 
actual amount of MW that the line and interconnected 
system can handle in any given moment depends on various 
line limits (thermal limits, system stability, etc). This line 
already carries electricity and is currently being used for 
load-serving purposes in the Conrad-Cut Bank area. Thus, 
this line does not provide the additional capacity offered by 
the proposed MATL line of 300 or more MW. Northwestern 
Energy also operates a 161-kV line from Havre to Great Falls. 

The second transmission system in the area is operated by 
WAPA. It consists of a 230-kV transmission line built in the 
1980s between Great Falls and Conrad and between Conrad 
and Shelby in the 1990s. The capacity of this line under the 
best conditions is about 240MW. The second related WAPA 
line in this area is a 115-kV line between Cut Bank and Havre 
and an interconnected 161-kV line from Havre to Great Falls. 
The 115-kV line currently has about an 80MW limit and a 
conductor limit of about 120MW for future expansion. 
WAPA is considering rebuilding the Havre to Great Falls 
line and upgrading the line to 230-kV specifications which 
could give that line about a 240MW capacity. However the 
line would still be operated at its existing voltage until 
transformers are upgraded in substations near Great Falls 
and Havre. All of these WAPA lines already have firm 
commitments for available capacity and can sometimes run 
at capacity due to system characteristics. Thus, this system 
does not provide the additional firm capacity offered by the 
MATL proposal. 
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In addition, neither the Northwestern Energy system nor the 
WAPA system directly connects to the transmission system 
in Alberta. Thus, the existing direct transmission capacity 
between Great Falls and Lethbridge is essentially zero. 
MATL's line would make it possible for transactions to take 
place between Alberta and Montana. 



Montara-Afberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 

Piease consider these wriilen comments on tlia Draft Environtnentai Impact Statement: 




Name D^ -^ /J- if .-■'J/s'A'^ 



Address ^/vf 

City I-!./' ;: 



State /'W- Zip Q^^'^-y 



■^^*^,-f ,/>^^,,; 



/y 



TZ, 



Comments may be submitted oraily or in writing at the public tiearing. See tec/i oishmt 
for more infonnation on submitting commants alter the hearing. 



COMWIENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 

Montana Department of Environmsntal Quality 



Response to Comments 



19 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



k)i"- 



,^^4-e^S^'*^'^^ 



'^ 



|Coinmenit41 I 









j'^f/iff' ^enf^f^A. T^/s^uc /u^/// ^t^ ^^a^^*'ji^\ 



|Connment42 I 



/Vi^i-'^rr /''''''^"^A 'J'U'f^'-^ ■*'■'#'•' 7 ^/''/"'^/^'^■"■■''J'/ A ■fiy't'^' Y'-^''^''^ 



Commert43 



|Comment44 I 



^^. . f ^"^^ ^^ ^^^y/V*«/ ^/^«,/.so ^-^r-^^--^ 

h^M^ *- /ne-r^ ^^.J -777- •'*^^^ ^^*^i^ rmn^M 






Response 41: Comment noted. See response to comments 44 
and 46 in which the commenter cites specific provisions of 
the U.S. Constitution. 

Response 42: The concept of beaming energy has been around 
since the 1960s. The idea involves converting Ught to energy 
with a series of sateUite mounted photovoltaic cells or solar 
collectors based on the moon. Light energy would be 
converted to electricity and then to microwave radiation. 
The microwave radiation would be beamed down to a 
combination rectifier-antenna, called a rectenna, located in 
an isolated area. The rectenna would convert the microwave 
energy back to DC (direct current) power. Lasers have also 
been considered as a way to transmit the energy from space. 
Such a system might provide electricity at a cost of about 60 
to 80 cents per kilowatt-hour using today's technology but 
costs might come down to 7 to 10 cents per kilowatt-hour in 
15 to 20 years. Clearly this is currently not a cost competitive 
source of power today when many in Montana are paying 
about 8.83 cents per kilowatt hour. 

Experimental earth-based methods of beaming electricity 
have been developed. However, according to the 
Smithsonian /NASA ADS Astronomy Abstract Service "the 
best experimentally verified wireless power transmission 
DC-to-DC efficiencies are 54 percent for a microwave 
transmission measured over a short distance; the longest 
range wireless power transmission stands at 1.6 km in 1975 
(Brown, 1998; Dickinson, 1975, 2002)." Beaming electricity is 
not seen as a viable alternative to the proposed transmission 
line at this time. 
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Response 43: The agencies are unaware of any United Nations 
directives concerning women and children that are affected 
by the agencies' environmental review of the MATL project 
under the Montana Environmental Policy Act. The agencies 
are not able to be more specific in its response without a 
direct reference to a United Nations directive. 

Response 44: The commenter mistakenly identifies Article 111 as 
stating "no person held to service or labor in one State under 
the laws escaping into another shall be discharged from any 
service or labor, but shall be delivered upon the claim of the 
party to whom such labor may be due." This provision is 
found in Article IV, Section 3, and was superseded by the 
adoption of Amendment Xlll in 1865 that abolished slavery 
within the United States. Neither has application to the 
agencies' consideration of the MATL project. 

Article 111, Section 2, of the United States Constitution 
allowed federal courts to accept jurisdiction of legal 
controversies between a State and a citizen of another State. 
The United States Supreme Court accepted such jurisdiction 
of such an action in Chisholm v. Georgia 2 U.S. (2 Dall.) 419 
(1793). Congress proposed Amendment XI to the United 
States Constitution which was ratified in 1798. The 
sovereign immunity granted States under Amendment XI 
overturns Chisholm, preventing suits against States by 
citizens of other States. Neither of the federal jurisdiction 
provisions of Article 111, Section 2, or Amendment XI apply 
to the agencies' consideration of the MATL Project 
application. 

Response 45: See response to comment 41. 
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' Q ^ ^A/^'^'^. [Comment 49 | 



Response 46: Amendment IX to the United States Constitution 
addressed a concern that passage of the Bill of Rights would 
allow government infringement of other fundamental rights 
that were not expressly included in the Bill of Rights. Courts 
have relied on Amendment IX as an affirmation of the 
existence of rights which are not enumerated but which are 
nonetheless protected by other provisions. The agencies' 
consideration of the MATL Project does not infringe on any 
fundamental rights, whether listed in the Bill of Rights or 
protected by other provisions of the United States 
Constitution. 

Response 47: Comment noted. The Federal Agriculture 
Improvement and Reform Act of 1966 and as amended 
provides incentives for property owners to enroll highly 
erodible land in the Conservation Reserve Program (CRP). 
The agencies did recognize that certain lands in the study 
area are currently enrolled in the CRP. However, these 
enrollments are not believed to be permanent and thus when 
the contract period is completed these lands may be 
converted to other uses such as grazing or cropland. Because 
presence of a transmission line is expected to have greater 
impacts to crop land than to grazing land, agencies treated 
CRP land as crop land when analyzing impacts. 



-^ 
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Response 48: No decision has been issued at this time. The draft 
EIS recognized the importance of climate, living organisms, 
parent material, topography, and time in the development of 
soils in this area of Montana (see Section 3.2). 

Response 49: The Revised Model Business Corporation Act is 
published by the Committee on Corporate Law of the Section 
of Corporation, Banking and Business Law of the American 
Bar Association. Montana has, in large part, adopted this 
model act in the provisions of Title 35, Montana Code 
Annotated. None of its business corporation provisions 
apply to the agencies' consideration of the MATL project. 
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Response 50: Comment noted. However, the comment 
addresses an issue beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Response 51: Before a certificate of compliance for the proposed 
line could be issued by the DEQ, as required by ARM 
17.20.1602, DEQ must condition its approval with the 
requirement that "(c) for electric transmission facilities, that 
the facility will adhere to the national electric safety code 
regarding transmission lines and (d) for electric transmission 
facilities, that the electric field at the edge of the right-of-way 
will not exceed one kV per meter measured one meter above 
the ground in residential or subdivided areas unless the 
affected landowner waives this condition, and that the 
electric field at road crossings under the facility will not 
exceed seven kV per meter measured one meter above the 
ground." 

Response 52: The rules implementing the Montana 

Environmental Policy Act require that alternatives to the 
proposed action "appreciably accomplish the same objectives 
or results as the proposed action." Storing and transporting 
electricity in batteries would not accomplish MATL's 
objective of building a transmission line to transmit 
electricity. The technology for battery cells on the 
transmission grid (for storing energy on the grid) has not yet 
been widely developed for commercial use, although it is 
being tested at the current time. 

Fuel needed to transport the relatively heavy batteries would 
likely make this method of transmitting electricity 
uneconomical. If it were an efficient way to transport bulk 
electricity, it would have been done and there would be a 
fleet of trucks and trains transporting electricity in this 
manner. 
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Response 53: Your comment is noted but is beyond the scope of 
this document. 



SCHEDULE F 
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Profit or Loss From Farming 
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A Pnicflsal product. Dascrtw nn 



«■ Hvo «onj& your prircipal crop or ae^'tf (cf Itie currant tax yMf, 



B EnlBrcodB'fr'arn P.art IV 
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I ,1 



C Accounting nwHiod: 



f1) D Gash 
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e Did yoii "maeriaJly partigjpate" in lite nperatimi of this buslrwss during 20067 If "No," sw pags F-2 for limit on passive Insses □ Yas Q No 

li^Iill Farm Incomes-Cash Method. Complete Pais 1 and II (Accrual method. Complete Parts II ard all, and Part I, Jine 1 1.| 
Do not include sales of livastocK held for d^aft, breeding, sport, or dairy purposes. Report these sales on Form 4797. 



1 Sales of lluestock and other Iteois you bought for resale . . . 

2 Cost Or olhsf basja of livestock and other itams reported on line 1 , 

3 Subtract line 2 from (iiM 1 , , . . 

4 Safes of liwestoch, produce, grains, and other prrnjucts you raised . 

Sa Coopargtiwedlstribuliorffi [FQrTfi(s)ia99-PATR! . I ^a I 

Sa Aflricuiiurai program payments (see page F-3> . I ^^ ' 

7 Commodity Credit Corporation [CCC] taana [see psige F-3): 

a GCC kiens reportwJ under eloctiori ..... .... 

b CCG toane forfeited I 7i? [ 



5b TaKable amount 
6b Taxable amount 



J I 



e Crop insurance proceeds and fadergi crop disaster payirients (see page F-aj; 
a Amount receivad Ir 2006 ,..,.,. I Sa | | | 



7c Taxable amount 



C If election to defer to 2CJ07 is attached, check rierg fr D 

fl !:^5tom hits (mactiine wortt) Income , . 

Otiwr rnDone, including federal and stale gasolme or fLel ta>r credl 
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Grass in com 9. Add amounts in the right column for lines 3 through TO. if you use the aocrual mettitxl, enter 

the amouint from Pan Hi. line 51 . . . , , p- 



Fartn Expenses— Cash and Accrual Method. 

Do rot IrfcludB psrsanal or iiving expenses such as ta?;es, insurance, or repairs or your home. 



12 Qar arid UJOk expenses (sea pap 
F-d), Al30 atlacti FtHm 45M . . 

13 Chomltals 

14 Conservation expense ise^ 
page F-4] 

15 Custom hiia [rvtachino ivork) . 

16 Oepredslion and section 179 
expense deduction not daimed 
elsowhsre (see page F-4) . 

IT Employee benefit piograms other 
tha^ on line 25 , 

18 Feed .... 

19 Fertilizers and lifiie 

20 Freight and trucking 
£l Qasoline, fuel, and o 
m insurance {other Itwn haalth) 

23 interest, 

a r^lortgage (paid to tjante, etc.) 
b Other 

24 Labty hired |la;5 srrpKf/(96(A eradital 



Pension and profil -sharing 
plans ...... 

Rant or lease [see page F-5)- 

a Vehicles, machinery, and 

equipment , . . 
b Other [land, aiiimala, etc.} 
Repair^ and maintenance 
Seeds and plants 
Storage and warehousing 
SuppSies 

Utilities ..... 
Vetenrary, brwding, and inedicine 
Other expenses [specify)' 



W: 



t 



35 To-tal enpens^s, Add lines 12 thnaugh 34t, If line 34f is negative, see instructions 
38 Net farni prolH or |1o55j. Subtract line 35 fram line 1 1 

■ if a profit, eater Hie profit on Form 1040. line ia, and also on Schedule SE^ line 1. 
If you file Foftn l04CiNH, enter the profit on Form 104Mfl. line 19. 

• If a loss, /ou must go w line 37. Estates, tnisis, and partnehships, see page F-6 
37 It you haw a loss, you must check the t»x that descites your irveabnent in Ihis activity [see pag 

• If you checked 37a, enter iha loss on form 1040, line IB, and also on Sohedute SE, line 
If you file Form 1040NR, enter the loss on Pomi 1040HR, line is. 

• If you checked 37b, you must attach Form 6196. YoTjr loss rtiay be limited. 



5 F-6). ■] 

'■ 1 



37a n M investment 
37& n Soffw In^wirii&il 



lirgl^iisk 
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Greg HoJIsten 

Montana Department of Environmental Qgality 

Director's Office 

P.O. Box 20090! 

Helena, MT 59620 

Dear^d^.HaJfeten.■ 



2428 West Kent 
Missoala, MT 59«01 
March 30, 2007 



1 am very concerned about the haste at which wind energy is being promoted in Montana, 

My basic conceras are the impacts upon birds and (he view-shed of our lovely State. I 

have just, learned that an Enwronmental Impact Statemenl on the Momans Alberta p""'™"'^ | 
Tracsmission Lme (.MAIL) is being prepared. Apparently, The EiS says nothing about 
Jie huge proposed industrial wind farms that wjll be located along the Iransraissioa Jine. 
Tbese 400 foot-tall turbines will be very visible and 1 have Jiiany concerns about their IConimBnt 55 I 
impact on migratory birds. 

We need to pi sure ibat Montanans mil have ample opportunity to comment on t hese i 1'^°'"™'^ ^ 
LMnd farms. The US Fish & Wildlife Service has developed guidelines to avoid and 

I — minimize wildlife impacts from wind turbines. I strongly recommend that Montana 

adofK some iype of gmdeline that would regulate wjnd forms. These guidelines should 
require e.stensive pre and post surveying to determine actual impacts upon migratory bird 
populations. Pre-surveying would ideatiiy if an area is a potential flyway, if endangered 
species are involved, and if it is an Important Bird Area, [ 



If this prtijecl goes foi^vard, please make sure that it has the best interests of all 
Montanans. 



Sijicerelv, 



IuJmAl. 



RECEIVED 

f'.PR 2 Im7 

OEQ 
OIRtaORS OFFICi 



Response 54: As indicated in the wildlife discussion in Chapter 
3, "The Project area contains rolling hills, gentle ridges, and 
plateaus bisected by small drainages. There are no obvious 
"funnels," such as prominent ridgelines or mountain gaps 
that could potentially serve as large scale or regional 
migratory pathways. The relatively small ridges within the 
project area may serve as local pathways for birds passing 
through as a part of a large, broad front migration." 
Thousands of tundra swans, and snow and Ross's geese pass 
through the area each year along with neotropical migrant 
birds and migrating raptors. DEQ staff has observed flocks 
of snow geese on area lakes and has received reports of 
concentrations of other migratory waterfowl on area ponds 
and lakes. Raptors have been reported to migrate and to nest 
in some parts of the study area, notably the Kevin Rim area. 

Chapter 4 describes the potential impacts of wind farms. 
Avian mortality estimates based on data collected from the 
various wind farms in the United States indicate an average 
of 2.19 avian fatalities per turbine per year for all species 
combined, and an average of 0.033 fatalities for raptors per 
turbine per year (Erickson et al. 2001). These estimates are 
based on survey methods that may or may not be equivalent 
between wind energy facilities, and may not accurately 
estimate actual mortality estimates. Excluding California, 
these averages are 1.83 total avian fatalities per turbine per 
year, and 0.006 raptor fatalities per turbine per year. The 
number of bird fatalities per turbine per year from individual 
studies has ranged from birds per turbine per year (at 
Searsburg, Vermont, and Algona, Iowa) to 4.45 birds per 
turbine per year (at Buffalo Ridge Phase 111, Minnesota). 
Recent estimates of raptor mortality for the Altamont Pass 
Wind Resource Area (WRA) ranged from 0.16 fatalities per 
turbine per year to 0.24 fatalities per turbine per year 
(Smallwood and Thelander 2004). The range of fatality rates 
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reported for these facilities probably reflects differences in 
the habitats and bird communities among the sites, as well as 
differences in the designs of the mortality monitoring studies 
that generated the reported data. Impacts of the proposed 
transmission line on avian species are described in Section 
3.8. 

Response 55: See the revised discussions of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 

Response 56: See response to comment 23. 

Response 57: DEQ does not have authority to regulate wind 
farms under the Major Facility Siting Act or any other 
statutory scheme that it administers. Furthermore, the 
Montana Environmental Policy Act is procedural in nature. 
While the Montana Environmental Policy Act requires DEQ 
to disclose cumulative impacts, it does not give DEQ 
substantive authority to regulate the activity causing those 
impacts. 

Your opinion has been noted and forwarded to Montana 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, the wildlife management agency for 
the State of Montana. 
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^^TUJEWKHtttit 



March 20, 2007 



^fl: 



mmvEo 

DtQ 

tumaofts OFf ICE 



P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Richard H.Opper, Director 
Dear Mr. Opper: 

quickly as possible, the "pV™«i S„^ of Environmental Quality ,o adopt, as 

to the project. "^ ^"'""^PP™^'^'' as the prrfe^ed routing altaLtive 

Construction oflhe tie line and th 

posiHve impact on our area'in many w™ ™'"' *'"'""™ ^™'">'> ™'' <^™'= -^ I c^^r^entSB l 



Response 58: Comment noted. 

Response 59: Comment noted. 

Response 60: Comment noted. 

Response 61: Comment noted. The benefits of the MATL Une to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. 

Response 62: Comment noted. The benefits of the MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. 

Response 63: Comment noted. The benefits of the MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. 



participate in the maintenance of the sj-stei ,n fte &to "" °^°'^'^^^ ^"^ "* '° 1'^°^™"'"° I 

SCci'S'op™t,tt»"' l^irtT™ ""^ "" "^" ^°™P'«'™ i" I I 

.t^dfwillereateadditiLalbu^tfflrirc^^tSd'^p;;^^^^^ ^^^ 

wi« develop in the ^i^'''n;7i'tlr^::zt':::z r"'"' ^^'''^-'•- ^^^^ 

eisewliere in Montana and in Alberta, 
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We congratulate the Montana Alberta Tie Line group on their innovative and progressive 
approach and wish them every success with the oodstruction and operation of the 
transmission line. 



Sincerely; 




;ci^.^tiA^-— 



Jasen R. Bronec 
General Manager 
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March 30, 2007 



MONTANA' 
i millingA 

^S^SiS^-^ 



Monlana Department of Environmental Quality Director's Office 
Attn: Greg Hallsten 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

RE: Public Comment on MATL 

Dear Greg, 



1 am writing the department regarding our opposition to the Alternative 4 route if it was 
to cross the middle our property. 



We are in the process of building a new plant and buildmg on the properties near 
alternative 4 {see attached map - Drait Alternatives Near Rainbow Switchyard). If the 
new line went down the middle of our property it would be on top of our new muhi- 
million plant expansion starting this summer. We would recommend the Une not go 
through the property but around it. 

Per the map we were supplied by Tom Ring, it shows the new line to the north of the 
-existmglinBS_andQur_pro:perty. .W6-aie jiot apposel&tWs-and would not affect otir 
buildings. I We are not apposed to Alt routes 2 or 3 either, j | comment 65 | 

Most importantly, we are also part ofthe new agriculture park area and selected this land 

for the use ofthe rail spur that this property borders. If the lines were to run through this ij tt 

property, it would eliminate development ofthe property. In doing so, MATL would be ' "'"""'" 
limiting the city's approximate $4 million dollar rail spur investment for the agriculture 
park that they would need to beconipeftsaieii-fiiL I 

I can be reached at 406.771 .9229 if you would like to discuss in detail. 



Response 64: Alternative 4 is located north of the two existing 
transmission lines that are located on the property in Section 
20, Township 21 North, Range 4 East, and on the north side 
of WAPA's Great Falls to Conrad 230 kV line. A map 
received from the Cascade County Planning office has the 
location of the proposed mill southwest of the existing 
transmission lines. See response to comment 37. 

Response 65: Comment noted. 

Response 66: The three parcels you describe were rezoned from 
agricultural to light industrial on April 10, 2007. 



Sincerely, 




pg Thayer 
EO 
'Montana Milling 



iECEIVID 

fiPp 4 tuG/ 
DIREaOR'S OFRO 



Visit (rarucfeif(-ai.uTvwmrmtanamiIling.mm cmait rafoPmoiitaiia]nilli™min 
212; Vaughn Road . Grkt F^m, MT 59404 ■ 406- 771-9319 . goQ-;48-S554 toll mje - 4o&-455-,;39 pax 
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MatI Line Comments March 29, 2007 
Fred Bodholt 
415 Connell Ave 
Missoula MT 59801 



A combined Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS - Montana Department 
of Environmental Quality) and Environmental Assessment (EA - US Department 
of Energy) ("DEIS-EA") evaluates the proposed merchant transmission line 
between Lethbridge, Alberta and Great Falls, Montana known as the Montana 
Alberta Tie Limited (MATL) transmission line. 



The DEISyEA evafuates the transmission line but does not address the 
cumulative impacts of the wind farms proposed in the document. |te^ 

The owners of the proposed transmission line (Tontiridge Power) have held an 
"open season" for third parties to bid on capacity and, according to the DEIS/EA 
(Section 2,6), several wind farms have contracted with Tonbridge Power. 

The DEIS/EA mentions cumulative impacts (Section 4.1) and states "Impacts 
from potential wind farms have been addressed in a general sense in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM- 
Administered Lands in the Western United States (BLM 2005). 

The referenced BLM document gives guidance for site-specific EIS studies and 
documents, but contains no information on wind farms in the MATL area. 

The DEIS/EA does not contain any evaluation of proposed impacts on the human 
environment and mitigation procedures for the planned wind farms that will utilize 
the MATL transmission line. 



Response 67: See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 
4and responses to comments 20 and 22. 

Response 68: The impact analyses in Chapter 4 has been revised. 
However, information pertaining to the development of 
wind generation in the vicinity of the proposed transmission 
line lacks sufficient specificity to adequately analyze turbine 
size, location, and many project-specific impacts. DOE 
agrees with the commenter that the impacts identified in the 
March Environmental Assessment would not support a 
Finding of No Significant Impact. It is primarily for that 
reason that DOE has decided to prepare this EIS. 



The Department of Energy is obliged by 10 CFR 1021 .101 to comply fully with ' 

NEPA and the Council on Environmental Quality, The CEQ has defined , 

cumulative effects as F°"^^""^ 



The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non- 
Federal) or person undertakes such actions (40 CFR 1508.7) 

The purpose of DOE's EA is to decide whether to prepare an EIS or issue a 
FONSI, 10 CFR 1021.321 (b). 
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fWVTL Line Comments March 29. 2007. Fred Bodholt. page 2 



Comment 68 
(Continued} 



The wind farms identified in the DEIS/EA are "reasonably foreseeable", therefore 
the DOE, in order to comply with NEPA and the CEQ regulations, is obliged to 
reject a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) as there is no information in the 
DEIS/EA to determine "that the proposed action will not have a significant effect 
on the human environment, 10 CFR 1021322 (a ). 



I strongly urge the DOE to require the applicant to provide an EIS that includes J 

the cumulative impacts of the proposed wind farms identified in the DEIS/EA, 1'-^°"'™''" 



The contents of the requested EIS should follow the Final Emironmentallmpact^ 
Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLU/I-Aclministerecl l-ands in the I 
IVesfern United States (BLI\/1 2005). 

Among other things the EIS should evaluate the 

• Visual impact on the approach to Glacier National Park and Historic 
trails in the vicinity 

• Visual impact on important tribai sites 

• Potential impact on migratory waterfowl and raptors 

• Potential impacts on significant wetlands in the upper Milk River and 
Cut Bank Creek drainages 

Federal and State Agencies, Tribes and the public will be better informed and will 
be able to commeni on the entire project when the anticipated wind farms are 
included in the DOE Environmental Impact Statement. 



IComment 70 | 



Respectfully, 



^{S^V^-"^ 



Response 69: See response 68 above. Compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act is the responsibility of 
the Federal agencies, not the applicant. This Draft EIS 
contains a discussion of the impacts of wind farms in 
Chapter 4. 

Response 70: See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4 
and response to comment 20. See also response to comment 
415 regarding potential visual impacts of the MATL line and 
wind farms on viewpoints in Glacier National Park. 

Proposed transmission lines would likely be minimal 
intrusive elements for historic trails and tribal sites when 
sensitive viewpoints are beyond three miles of the proposed 
facilities. Proposed wind farms could be more intrusive 
elements because of their larger size and scale. A detailed 
and site-specific analysis would be needed to determine 
potential effects. There are numerous historic trails crossing 
the region, primarily trending in a north-south direction 
along the Rocky Mountain Front. For minor trails, 
viewpoints within 3 miles of the transmission line could have 
some visual effect; however, the usual viewscape for a trail is 
along the trail, rather than toward peripheral areas. Unless 
the line crosses a trail, the effect on trail viewpoints would 
likely be minimal. 



The Great North Trail is located more than 50 miles to the 
west of the proposed transmission line corridor and 
McCormick Ranch Wind Park; its visual qualities would not 
be affected. From elevated and distant viewpoints such as 
mountain tops where most sacred sites can be expected to 
occur, the proposed transmission line and wind farms would 
be no more intrusive visually than pre-existing roadways 
and highways, other transmission lines, cultivated fields, and 
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developed landscapes. The visual setting for these types of 
locations has already been severely modified. 

Note that while there are wetlands in the area, these 
wetlands generally develop in low lying areas. Wind farms 
tend to be located on upland areas with more desirable wind 
regimes. The agencies have expanded Chapter 4 to respond 
to the need for additional discussion of visual impacts, 
migratory waterfowl and raptors, and prepared a floodplain 
and wetlands assessment as these pertain to cumulative 
impacts. 
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Response 71: Comment noted. The information provided is 
appreciated. 



To: Peggy Beltrone, Cascade Coiaity Commissioner 
From: Larry Flowers and Suzanne Tegen, NREL 
Date: March 2S, 2007 



Response 72: Comment noted. The agencies appreciate the 
information provided. 



Dear Peggy, 

™f '^" '/ ■'Sln'l ™^^''"'"' ^"^ *"^ '°^ ™'* ^™"°™'= Development Impacts (JEM) 
analysis for 600 MWofwind (400 turbines tiiat are 1.5 MW each). 

The JEDI analysis assumes that the new wind energy project is made up of six different 
smaller projects of approximately 100 MW to 120 MW each. It should be noted that this 
would spread the economic benefits to a number of communities rather than all of the 

benefitsbemg concentrated in one area. The JED] analysis focuses on the jobs and , 

economic mpacJs created for the people of Montana. | Comment 71 

Local Economy 

TTie total ■'balance of plant" construction costs (eicclading the wind turbine equipment 
costs) awarded to local contractots will be approximately $350,000 per turbine, or more 
than S125 million during construction. During the 1-2 year construction period 
Montanans will earn approximately $40 million for wind plant construction. ' ' 

DwiBg the operational phase of the wind generation (over 20 years of operation) 
Montenans will earn approximately S4.5 million annually from plant operations aid 
maintenance expendimres.^ The wind projects will generate another $5,5 - $6 million per 
year in coun^ revenue along with anodier $2 million per year in payments to local 
landowners, bnngm g the annual operational total to approximately S12 miilion 



EraployineDt Figufes 

Construction 

The new wind power plants will provide jobs to locaJ construction workers, as well as 
lobs related to local purchases of goods and services (such as cement suppliers, rebar 
providers, etc.) The construction phase will support approximately 1,060 direct jobs for 

Montana^ during ftel.2year period. There will alsotenewjobsforout-orsSte 
workers; however those are not included in this analysis. 

E mnanent fongoing fall-time equivalent ioh« thm„ phn ut the life of th^ p l.ni) 
The new wind ptewillprovidcSO-eOpeimanentjobs for skiUedoperafons and 
Min enance staff. An additional 50-60 jobs will be supported in meeting the annual 

lim^^f- r """^ "' ""^^ s^^ic^nm. at the plant andin meeting other 
want matenal and equipment needs. 



|Comment72 I 



nLmae Joos created that are BUsd by workers from oulsidt MontaiM 
~^^el"^h^;:^'™-'""=^™-^"'™^^'-''«ff.'"-h»ic...„dd=cMo^ service. 
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In addition, the bed economies will benefit from the indirect' and induced' job creation 
'^VJ^'l''^-^''"' ""'" ^''P^ndtoes listed above. The added benefits include 
™5, ' ""r.-"™' '■^^^ million in earnings) during Hie conslmction period and 11 jobs IcommaniTS I 
(i^.a miilion/year) dimng the operational pliase of the plant. J 



Response 73: Comment noted. The agencies appreciate the 
information provided. 

Response 74: Comment noted. The agencies appreciate the 
information provided. 



Tie fpfiowiDg grapMc representation shows the estimated in-stale eijonotnic impacts 
from new wind geneiatlon in Montana. Inputs and assumptions for Montana Jobs and 
iiconomic Development Impact (JEDI) analysis are: 

■ Wind capacity factor = 35% 

• 60O MW or 400 1. 5-MWwln(i turbines ICommem 74 | 

■ energy output of 1.84 TWh {1,840 GWh) per yeai 

■ Annual direct operations and maintenance costs = $12 50/kW/year 

• Construction cost = $l,70O/IcW (or$2.55ntillion/1.5-lMWnirbine) 

• Property taxes = ~$9,000/MW/year 

■ Landowner royalties = $5,000/ttirbine^ear = $2 miUion/year 



We^pe aiese results are useM for you. Please let us know if you have any questions. 

Larry Flowers 
(303)384-6910 
Suzanne Tegen 
(303)384-6939 



l^ota,. " '" ^'^"^ ^'»"'*Hr«aii ..I«p„p|e m child .JfJL^ ' 
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Response 75: The comment period was extended an additional 
three weeks in response to this request. 



27 March 3007 



Richard H. Opper 

Director 

Montana Department of Environmeotal Qualily 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620^)901 



Dear Mr. Opper: jcomment 75 "| 

Your department recently released Oie Draft Environmental Intact Statemgnt for the 
Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 230 kV Transmission Line. This proposed line has significant 
mpact on propertv owners who feim along die various alteraaUve locations of the line TTie 
document is complex and requites detailed review of die analysis nndcrtaliEn by your staff. 

PlOTuant to ARM 17.4.620 the agency shall allow for a 30-day comment period 
which, for this projecl, cuitcntty closes on 9 ApriI2007. However, your agaicy may extend 
this penod up to an additional 30 days upon qiplication of any person for good cause. 

The following landowners whose property Ues eiUier in the study area, or have land 
upon which the line may bcpbysicaUy located, sedt such a 30-day extension for good cause 
on the following grounds; 

- Faimeis have just moved into "high geaf' for the growing season. At the 
time of the release of (he repart most were already busy with hauling grain, 
preparing for spraying and seedmg operations, etc. At the present time many 
are m fact spraymg. Unless we are fortunate enough to have a week of snow 
or ram (we can always hope!), very few of us will have the luxury of lime 
indoors to adequately study the repeat 

- ne developers of this project have the statutoiy aolhority to exeicise 
emmenldomam over our property to build and operate this line. Such "taking" 
is an awesome power which should not be granted unless those affeclEd have 
ameanmgM chance to review theproject at issue, -mirty days in the middle 
ot ourftmung season is not sufficient to read and comment on a detailed 300- 
page report. 

- The concept of a "merchant line" and our now deregulated electric utility 
WOTld involve somewhat unique fects and issues. MATL's Me h the first of 
Its kmd m file stffle, and ftose of us on the ground should be afforded adequate 
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time to really study the substance of yow agency's report. 

We think our mpiest is reasonable under these drannstances. Please consider the 
importance of this review to those of as on the ground. We respeoMJy lesjuestyou cxteid 
the comment period to 8 June 2007. Thank you very much for yow consideration. 



Addmi 




jgriCi ro"^' aOUL DiJ fT'^i '^ 
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Cut Bank Public Schools 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 15 -GLACIER COUNTY 



COAfiWZTXEDTO 

EDUCATIONM 

EXCELLENCE 



tO! Third AvenuaSE 
Cut Bank, Montana S9427 
(406) S73-aaZ9 
FAX (406) B73-4691 



March 27,2007 

Montana Departnent of EciviromDental Qua\ify 
UrrBrtDT's OfftM 
P.O. Box 20090 1 
He1au,MTS962(W)901 

Hictaanl H. Opp^, CilBdor 

DearMr. Opper; 



Response 76: Comment noted. 

Response 77: Comment noted. See updated discussions of 
impacts to farming in Section 3.13 and the updated 
discussion of cumulative visual impacts in Section 4.1.6. 

Response 78: Comment noted. 



Ecoromii: developmem is onioinl for the State of MraitODS and especially ttiose of us easi of the 
divide and along Oie U.S. Highway 2 corridor. As superintendent of schools in Cut Bank, I have 
witnessed a rapid decline in enrollment for om* schools and I can say that our school communis 
is vei; interested in ecDnomic development oppoitunities. F^ 



The MATL project and the accompanying wind ^nns would have an impact on our school 
systems in a variety of ways. First, constniolion phases cooJd bring direct enrollment increases 
and would help us with school financing. Second, a project such as this one would have an impact 
on our overall taxable valuation which would increase the vahie of each levied mill, Thin), 
pnjected maintenance atms fur the MATL and the cortESponding wind Sarms will attract new 
famiiies to the area. 



As yoB can see fliis project is veiyimpoitanl to all those who participate in our school ^yslEm. I comment 77 I 

With such a great potential impan to schools and the aimjiording communities we ate very ' ' 

hopefiji that this prqjectwilt begin very sooo. Mowever, since we also repre sent many who would 
be directly innpacted by the project itseht I would also request fliat the utmost creisideralion he 
given to those vibo own Bie land where these pB(ie^ will pass throu^ and reside. Farmers will 
cettaiuly lose some of their productive ground ajvl views will be obscured. 



laniveiyhopcfiil the MATL pnjjectwai ho oomptated and 1)ie wind gaieratienfiksiltties will 

also built I am oonBdort both projects can be completed with minimal impact on the |Comment 78 ] 

eovinjument and residenS alike. 1 encooraje the Department of Environmental Quality to adopt, 

as <^uicl^y as poffliTilfi, the "Pnqiosed Action" approach as the prefiaredroBtiiigalleniativeioliie i 
pi^ect 



Sinoraely, 



Wade JoSnsdii, Superintendent 
Cut Bank Schools 



Response to Comments 



40 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Discover Cut Bank 



Mamh27,2007 

Mantana Department of Envimninental Quality 
Director's Office 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 
Attn: Greg Hallsten 

Dear Mr. Halisten: 



Response 79: Comment noted. 
Response 80: Comment noted. 
Response 81: Comment noted. 
Response 82: Comment noted. 



The Cut Bank Area Chamber of Conuneree would like to go on reco((t once again, offering its full 
support for the electric ttansmission line proposed by Montana Alberta Ti^ Ltd. (MAH,), Oul 
oiganlzation is 110 members strong and is dedicated to &s promotion of the Cut Bank area. We firm- 
ly believe eonstmctlon of this Line will have a positive and lasting effect on not only out communi- 
ty, but the Golden Triangle area. 



Comments 
This transmission line holds the key to the development of a numbra of wind park projects in tHE 
area, most notably the McCormick Ranch Wind Park, which will be located in both Glacier and Toole 
Counties. The development of wind power as a clean and green, renewable energy source will great- 
ly enharu:e out stagnant tax base, potentially reducing property taxes for all our residents-whether 
they be fenners, ranchers, small business owners or individuals struggling to make ends meet on a 
fixed income. 



Due to the ruture of this project, we are ivell aware the number of permanent jobs oealsdwitlbe 
limited, but any increase in job opportunities trickles down into our communities by way of 
increased school enrollment and additional consumer buying power. 

Please be assured, the Cut Bank Area Chamber of Commerte is not insensitive to the ag producers 
whose operations are affected by this project or to those who have expressed concern over the pro- 
ject's impact on the environment and historic aMfoi culturally significant areas. We are hopeful the 
prefHiEd alternative now being discussed will result in a "win-wind" situation for all parties 
involved. "^ 



■Hrank you for the oppDrtunily to express our support for this pioject, We encourage you to adopt 
the preferred routing alternative for this project so that construction may get underway as soon as 
possible. . x <? _- — •■ 




Gut Bank Area 
Chamber of Commerce 

p. 0. Box 1243 • Cut Bank. MTS9437 . lAjcwn aTi.>,ru., 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 

Please consider tliese written comments on tiie Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

±hsJ. tu6S, 'xLumIy '^ ■^■■^icl LA. .41^ (AfilL . 
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l^ame K.p i)t l^r. O 



n(,-\' r<-.^ f,»,!e.-) J» 



Address -T.^^'^ /?£^.uw /V. f/ /?,/ 

City \/c, \:t^ Stste ml Z\\;s ^ / V , j ^ 



Response 83: Comment noted. Already signed means the 

landowner has signed a right-of-way agreement or an option 
with MATL. 

Response 84: Alternative 4 would be located within V4 mile of 
your residence and within Vi mile of your neighbor to the 
south and would result in major visual impact (see Section 
3.15). Overall, Alternative 4 does the best job of avoiding 
close proximity to residences, with 67 residences within Vi 
mile of the line. Alternative 2 would have 77 residences 
within Vi mile, and Alternative 3 would have 94 residences 



Commenls may be subrDitled orally or in wtfting at the public hearing. See back ot sheet 
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing. 



COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 



lECilVED 

fiOP 2 LVU? 

ZilQ 



Response to Comments 



42 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 



Comment 84 
(Conlinued) 
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HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING 

VIEW THE DRAFT Ei S ONLINE AT www.deQ.mt.qov/MF$;MATL.3SD 

SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PC Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 



SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTiONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATL@ml.aov 
PROJECT CONTACTS: 



Greg HallEte,n, MEPA Coordinator 

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 

Eilen Russeli, US Deparlment of Energy 



406-44-1-3276 
400-444-6785 
202-586-9624 



Individuals needing an alternatively isccessible fonr, of infonnalion stiould contact Mr. Hallsten e 
tha address above- 



Montana Deparlment of Environmental Quality 
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Gene & Linda Sentz 



/V\Atu ^Ja^t AtV-^ 



Page 1 of 5 



From: Gane & Linda Sarte [fnends@3rivers.net] 
Sent: Sunday, March 25, 2007 9:25 PM 
To: Gene & Linda Sentz 

Subject: LA Times: Debating wind energy 



RECEIVED 
APR 2 200/ 

tnv. Management Bureau 

littp:,VHTvw.latimes,cpiii'iiewysciciice/CTviro!mic]i1,'la-mi--wind25raar25J.2561926,st^^^^ 
environment 



[-OS Angeles Times. March 25, 2007 



ml 85 



Turbines fan debate over wind energy 

A plan to erect 50 wInOmitta near a national monument spurs an oulcrv in the Palm Sprinas arsa 
By Janet Wilson 
Times Staff Writer 

In a blustet}' stretch of desert two hours east of Los Angeles, where many of the world's first power- 
producing windmilis were built, a plan for more turbines has triggered a backlash that echoes a national 
debate over the ments of wind energy. 

A proposal to build about 50 windmills next to Santa Rosa and San Jacinto Mountains National 
Monument has aroused passions in a region already dotted with 3.000 windmills, with opponents 
charging that the wind energy indu.stry has neither delivered the promised power nor spared the 
eitvironment. 

The industiy, which was bora in California, now has projects in 40 states and $8 billion in investments 
over the last two years, according to the American Wind Energy Assn. 

Supporters say wind power has come of age and will help slow global warming, wliile critics contend 
that It has delivered only a quarter of its promised energy, proved lethal to wildlife and. in the view of 
many residents, blighted the landscape. 

Around the country, Internet blogs and anti-wind energy websites hum with angr^. postings about 
projects on picturesque ridgelines, seascapes and fannlands from New England la Texas. 

Politicians and celebrities have weighed in. Sen. Edward M. Kennedy (D-Mass.) and his Nantucket 
island neighbors have so far successfully fought installation of offshore turbines. 

;rheir opposition, in turn, has prompted criticism that rich liberals are aU for alternative power providing 
It doesn t mar their views. f f t 

In his San Gorgonio Pass community above the 1 Freeway, homeowner Les Siarks has led the local 

"They're going to fate a national monament ... and turn i) imo an industrial slum," Starks shouted his 
voice nearly drowned by blustery gusts as he eyed the stark mountain front soaring above Palm Springs 
then zeroed in on a bonv ridge 4 000 feet up =P™gb, 



Page 2 of 5 



"They want to bulldoze that mesa, put in these enormous wind turbines ... and make lots and lots of 
money. " 

Steve Christensen, owner of the mesa where the windmills would be erected, said all he wants to do is 
produce clean electticity in a region already dotted with windmills, 

"We've got windmills to the north of us, windmills to the east and west of us, windmills everywhere but 
to the south," he said. "Why arc they picking us out?" 

Christensen, a civil engineer from Cypress, Texas, said his father bought the land half a century before 
Congress designated the surrounding slopes as a national monument, lie said residential or coriimercial 
development on the squall-scoured mesa would be impossible, 

"If you had a house or car or anything on there it would Iherally strip the paint off," he said. 

San Gorgonio Pass is one of the windiest spots in North America, according to federal researchers. 

1 he 3,000 existing turbines produce enough energy to power almost 25,000 homes for a year, said 
California Energy Commission spokeswoman Amy Morgan. But that is a fraction of their advertised 
capacity. 

Although politicians and environmentalists concede that there are drawbacks to wind energy, most argue 
that the fallout from the turbines is minor compared with the global harm llireatencd bv burning fossil 
fuels. 

"Alternative energy is the policy of the U.S. government, the state of California and this county, ' said 
Riverside County Supervisor Marion Ashley, who is considering four new projects, including 
Chxistensen's. 

"1 sort of like my air-conditioner to keep running during the summer." And, he added. "These wind 
farms create a huge tax base," 

Wind energy companies will pay $3.8 million in state and local business taxes this vear, said Riverside 
County's chief deputy assessor, Michael Beaman, and more in propert)' taxes. 



According to public records, renewable energy companies — including wind, solar and geothcrmal — 
iiave received $93.8 milbon in subsidies from California ratepayers. 

At the federal level, energy companies also receive generous tax write-offs, and production subsidies 
absorb start-up costs of windmills — new ones can cost $1 .2 million apiece — and help reduce taxes on 
profits from traditional power sources. 

Advocates say that wind companies receive a fraction ofthe billions given to coal and oil companies, 
and that they are vital to an industiy with high infrastructure costs that emits no greenhouse gases and 
uses a free, readily available power source. 

"The private sector does this stuff for money. This is America," said John Whhe, a longtime 
environmentalist who heads a nonprofit consortium of environmental groups and renewable enersv 
companies. 
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Critics, however, argue Uiat wind projects subsidized with public funds dehver a fraction of the 
promised power. 

For example, in 2003, San Goi^onio wind farms boasted of 41 3 megawaUs of capacitv, but actually 
produced a quarter of that electricity. 

Advocates concede that turbines have produced ftill power just 10% of the time, but said newer 
machines provide some power 60% of the time. Today, wind energy provides less than 1% of the 
nation's power. 

Converting 5% to wind "would require . . . almost 1 million acres, most of it rural and wild, turned over 
to 400-foot-high machines and their motion, noise and lights," wrote Lloyd Crawford of National Wind 
Watch, an online coalition of anti-wind power opponents. "That's not a green solution, but a huge 
disaster." 

In California, turbines as big as minivans have caught fire in midair and crashed 200 feet to the earth. 
Broken propeller blades don't budge, no matter how brisk die breeze. Thousands of hawks, eagles and 
songbirds have been ground up by turbines. 

Favorite picnic sites and scenic back roads were closed to the public after government land was leased 
for private windmills. 

Near San Goi^onio Pass, residents complain of a ceaseless high-pitched whine from windmills and, at 
mght, bright, revolving lights. 

"It's like having a disco going ... all night long." said Joyce Maniey. a retired Los Angeles schoolteacher 
who lives within half a mile of hundreds of windmills. 

Claude Kirby, a real estate agent for the Palm Springs office of the Bureau of Land Management, said 
the early days of wind power were problematic because ofequipment failures and get-rich-quick 
schemes. 

"You had a bunch ofrogues who were more interested in investment tax write-offs than actual wind 
energy," he said. 

But he said that just as car engines evolved from the original slow-moving, smoke-belching Model Ts, 
llie new, mammoth wind turbines have tjuicter blades that lum slowly to protect birds, can capmre far 
more energy and do not break down as often. 

Foes say Ku-by is one of the main reasons the rogues arrived. "He's the one who leased them all the 
land, Maniey said. 

Kirby said he is proud of the leases he has for 1.224 turbines on 3,589 acres, netting the public annual 
rent ot Ji640,610, adding, "I'd rather see wind turbines than black smoke from a coal plant." 



"1 think wind will be an extraordinary contributor lo CalifoiDia's futttte energy mix." Geesman said. 

Randall Swisher, head of the American Wind Energ)' Assn., said "the California experience is different 
dian any other state in regard to being home to first-generation technology which didn't work all that 
well — some of the first-generation turbines didn't work at all." 

Swisher said newer, larger turbines replacing flawed smaller ones are the solution. But thev still don't 
produce 1 00% capacity because the wind doesn't always blow. 

Stdl, he said, there is no stopping the fact that wind energv has come of age, with widespread public 
support. 

"This is not a marginal, boutique industry any longer, " he said. "If s a serious contnbutor to the nation's 
electric power needs," 

Environmental groups are among the supporters, 

"The most significant threat to the environment, which dwarfs everything else, is global warming and 
the environmental community is united in supporting renewable solutions," said ,lulia Levin of Audubon 
CaltiojTua. 

She said the specter of the loss of a fourth of the world's species from global warming in coming 
decades, predicted in numerous studies, trumps other concems. 

But even wind-power proponents say that some places should be off-limits to the production of green 
energy. * 

"These are great big turbines; you can't hide 'em, Nol every community is going to be comfortable 
hosting a wind project," Swisher said. "That's the reality, and ihaf s a conversation that has to go on 
between the wind industry and the local communiiy," 

One of the 1 ivelier conversations IS taking place in the shadow of the Sama Rosa and San Jacinto 
Ivlounlains National Monument, 

"You can build wind faciliUes in bad places," said Sierra Club Execufive Director Carl Pope, a fan of 
wmd energy who contends that a national monument is an inappropriate setting, 

Christenscn the landowner who wants to build more windmills, said that when the monument was 
created in 2000, Congress included language saying development on adjoining properties .should not be 
banned, But local officials are skeptical, 

"I'm wary," said Ashley, die Riverside County supervisor. 

He said a wind farm would mar a breathtaking, mountain-rimmed backdrop at the geographic gateway 
tt Falm Springs that ts an unportaat tourism draw, "At a certain point," he said, "you have to draw die 



John Geesman, a member of die California Energy Commission, conceded that wind projects have 
sutlered growmg pains from on-again, off-again tax credits and an imperfect technology, Bu! he said die 
industry is overcoming its early problems. 



Response 85: Thank you for the information. The articles 
have been added to the record. 
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RECEIVED 
APR 2 2007 



°i;!'.^<™?™«"tal Quality 



March 31, 2007 To: MATLiSmt go v 

To: Mr. Rictiard Opper, Director; li/lr Tom Ring, Mr. Greg Hailsten; et al Dept of Environmentat ' 
Quaiity, PO Box 200901, Helena, Montana S9620-0901 ropperOmt go v trinafBmt any 
Otiallstenramt ciov — "—' 

Dear Director Opper, Mr. Ring, Mr, HaiJsten, etal: 

i previousiy sent a similar letter uia email; but please also accept this one as a sequei since I've 
added in quite a few things herein. Thanks 



There are a growing number of people who have serious concerns about the proposed MATL I commenia 

transmission line and speoificaily where future wind farms might be sited. There seem to be a ' 

nurnher of serious questions to be answered antf additional studies that should be done before 
utQ approves this protect, which potentially would initiate construction of the largest industrial- 
scale wind famns in Montana between Great Falls and Alberta and potential expansion of this line 
with feeder lines and additional wind farms all over norlhcentrai Montana Please include in the 
public record these comments with regard to the proposed MATL project. 

The more I've tried to picture the proposed MATL line from Great Falls to Lethbrldge the 
more concern I have about exactly where, and how many, major large-scale highiy-i;'isible wind 
famis would be sited along that line and along other feeder lines it the project expands into a 
regional energy development grid - how far away they might be west-and-east of such 
transmission lines, and what cumulative effects including visual impacts - especially to the 
viewsheds of the Rocky Mountain Front, the Sweetgrass Hills Glacier Park, and tc other special 
areas like the Lewis & Clark fight site. Camp Disappointment, the Baker Massacre site etc and 
to he wonderful wide-open prairies of the Great Plains - that this major transmission line and 
poten lally 400 or more 300-fQct-tall wind turbines would have on Ihese landscapes which 
overa I have changed very little from two centuries ago when Meriwether Lewis George 
Drouillard. and Joseph & Reuben Fields were the first white men to see them 

On a clear day in this Big Sky Country of Charlie Russell, one can see a hundred 
miles in neariy every direction. From any of the high buttes one climbs from the 
plains, or from the eastern foothills & peaks of Glacier Park and the Rocky 
Mountain Front or from the Sweetgrass Hills, tiiis form of major industrial 
development (i.e. large-scale wind farms) would be visible for miles and miles 
and therefore would have a very major visual impact on what is now relatively 
wide-open uncluttered scenery. 

This large-scale development proposal would have a huge potential impact on northcentral 
Montana s open landscapes adjacent to and including the world-renowned Crown of the 
(.continent eco s yste m. 



Response 86: See response to comments 20 and 29, and the 
revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 87: Refer to response to comment 23. Because the 
Montana legislature has removed DEQ's regulatory 
authority over the siting of wind farms, unless wind farm 
developers choose to provide a public involvement process 
in their site selection or unless the wind farms would be 
located on public land, members of the public are likely to 
have limited input in wind farm location. 

Response 88: Comment noted. 



If the MATL transmission line is built, how much input will the public have with regard 
to where ftiture wind forms could or could not be sited? If wind developers receive 
substantial government subsidies, the public should have a strong voice in deciding the 
siUng o f fiitufe wind farnis - where they should, and should not, be located 



iCommentS? j 



It s also interesting that a company like Tonbridge Power, which stands to profit in the 
hundreds of millions (half a biliion or more?) from this ventare threatens not to build it if 
they have to follow an alternative that might cost them a few million extra. If die 



jCommeirtdd j 
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Comment 68 

. ^ |CoDlin<jed) 

transmission line is to be built, DEQ and DOE should oertainly deraand that it make tEe~ 
very least impact on the farmers involved and the environment & landscapes involved, 
and not an alternative that Tonbridge wants. If they can't do it the best way, don't do it! 



What are projections for what ail this energy development might look like ten years from 

now? How much expansion would there be? How many wind turbines might there be? 

What do most Ivlontanatis want it to look like? Big companies are looking at the whole l*^"""™"' ^ 
of eastern Montana as potentially "one giant wind farm." It's a gold-rush mentality of 
giant ricli enterprises, to make big profits from our area. It's also tied in with coal and oil 
& gas development, coal-bed methane, etc. What is DEQ's and DOE's detailed analysis 
of the projerted cumulative impacts? How will all this affect the cost ofelectricitv- for 
Montana consumers? Might it actually increa.se? (Remember Montana Power convinced 
itself and the legislature and the governor that deregulation would be great. Now we 
know it was not great for Montana con sumers, andjiot great even for Montana Pow er.) 



What kind of huge economic tax subsidies will energy corporations get from the Federal I 

and Stale governments? How will those subsidies compare with the economic benefits 

that are being touted as big projected benefits that some Montanans would receive? |c°mmeni90| 
Who, mainly, would be the Montanans gelling these benefits? Who will be the out-of- 
staters and foreigners getting benefits, and how do these figures all compare? How might 
other Montanans be banned -- not only farmers and ranchers who have to deal with 
power poles, but how about the generaJ sight-seeing public? What are the psycho- 
sociological impacts on people, if thousands of wind generators go up? 



With large outside corporations coming to develop for big profits, are local Montanans in I 

the same position as were the native American B-ibes a hundred fifty years ago. when the 

white man began overrunning what had always been Indian territory? |CQmrrienl 91 " 



Everyone, especially environmentalists and conservationists, generally favors "green" 
renewable energy. It's politically correct and popular, although h's obviously NOT the 
panacea it's purported to be. But this proposed wind development and the scale of 
potential future expansion boggles one's imagination; and we .should all be asking some 
hard questions about the overal 1 wisdom of it. i 



Who specifically is this going to benefit the most? What are the economic implications 
of subsidizing such a large undertaking, and will those subsidies result in the long-range 
best interests of ail Montana citizens? What are some of the real negative impacts it 
might have for Montanans, especiallv if most of this new energv is to be exported out-of- 
state? 



low much heritage are Montanans will ing to sacrifice to supply Canada and Nevada I 
with "clean" energy? And will the line carry hydro energy as well as wind? Will this |Com™ni 93 | 
private venture actually increase Montanans' dependence on fossil fuel energy, if our 
hydro and wind energy is exported out-of-state? I 



Response 89: Comments noted. See the revised discussion of 
impacts in Chapter 4 for more discussion on wind farms. 
The agencies do not have regulatory authority over wind 
farm or oil, gas, or coalbed methane location nor can they 
predict what the effect of wind farms might be on Montana- 
consumed electricity prices. Westmoreland Resources, Inc., 
has applied to expand its coal mine near Hardin. This is the 
only coal-related proposal under DEQ's jurisdiction that is 
under consideration at this time. Most of the questions 
asked in this comment are beyond the scope of the EIS, and 
cannot be answered by the agencies. 

Response 90: Beneficiaries would likely include project sponsors 
making profits on investments in wind farms, property 
owners receiving payments for hosting wind turbines, the 
state and counties collecting taxes, and people employed in 
the construction and operation of wind farms. See Chapter 4 
for a revised discussion of potential impacts and Chapter 44 
for impacts on socioeconomic resources. Electricity from 
wind generation on State lands is exempt from the wholesale 
energy transaction tax of $0.00015 per kWh transmitted. 
Electricity from any source, including renewables, generated 
on a reservation is exempt if it is for delivery out of state. 
Electricity generated by a US government agency for 
delivery outside the state and electricity from any source 
delivered to members of a cooperative or municipality is 
exempt from the WET tax (15-72-104, MCA). 

Most of the questions asked in this comment are beyond the 
scope of the EIS, and cannot be answered by the agencies. 
The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are discussed in 
Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are discussed in Section 3.13. The agencies 
acknowledge that aesthetic impacts of wind farm 
development have a subjective component and can elicit 
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varying emotional responses from viewers based on 
individual values, experiences, and perceptions of derived 
benefits. See the discussion of visual impacts in Section 3.15 
and the revised cumulative impacts in Section 4.16. 

Response 91: The answer to this question is a matter of personal 
opinion beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Response 92: Your questions are beyond the scope of this EIS. 
See the discussion of potential wind farm impacts in Chapter 
4. The benefits and cost of MATL to Montana are discussed 
in Section 1.2 and in Section 3.13. Potential impacts to 
Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 



Response 93a: A quantitative answer to this question is beyond 
the scope of this document. 

Response 93b: The line will be available to market power from a 
variety of sources including hydro. Those holding firm 
contracts would have first priority for access to the proposed 
MATL transmission line. At this time, wind farms that have 
signed contracts for service from MATL would have first 
access to the line. However, wind farms do not generate at 
full capacity all of the time. When they are producing less 
power than the capacity indicated in their firm contracts, 
space would be available on the line for power from other 
sources on a short-term, non-firm basis. This could include 
power from coal, gas, hydro, and even nuclear power. 

Response 93c: There is no reason why the line would increase 
Montana's dependence on fossil fuel energy. Montana's 
utilities must meet a certain amount of their supply portfolio 
using renewable energy, as required under Montana's 
Renewable Portfolio Standard enacted in April 2005 (69-8- 
1001 through 69-8-1008, MCA). 
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When huge wind farms are constructed, they're going lo be there for lifetimes. Are there any 
guidelines for EVER remoi/ing such facilities when they're no longer usable? If so, what are 
they? If not, shouldn t there be detailed policies concerning thaf? 

|a] How many tu rblnes woyid there be in one location 7-tIow many should there be? W hat about 
private property rigtits? If one property owner makes deals with developers to construct wind 
farms on nis land, how will mat affect the propertu values and rights of nelghbonng property 
owners? How much will their land be deua]ued|£]«lat if they don't want to see wind turbines 
next door? Will ttiey be compensated? If so, how?0io wind famas fall under "eminent domain' 
as apparently the transmission line will If It is approved?[Jubsequent lo approval, are site 
specific EIS's planned for future wind farms and extension transmission facilities? 



Since (l/lontana already produces twice as mi.ch electric power as Monlanans consume, 

specifically where and now mucti of our state's wide-open spaces do Montanans wish to sacrifice 

for additional electricity to export out-of-state to keep the bright lignts of Hollywood and Vegas immmpnt qfi I 

burning? What conservation measures should out-of-state buyers of Montana's "dean" energy i I 

have to promise to take, for Montanans to sacrifice our natural landscapes to produce it for them? | 



What about energy conservation as a first priority, rather than additional energy production'? As a 
second priority, how about local-decentralized small-scale wind and solar developments rather 
than large-scale corporate development? Why assume that bigger is better' For national Icon 

security precautions, isn't decentralized energy development much safer? — 



The wind farm.-i that have developed near Pincher Creek, Alberta, definitely are an 
eyeful. Numerous people have commented on the visual impact those large turbines have 

on the viewshed of that part of the Canadian Rockies. We don't know how Alberta is 

dealing with energy development, but it looks like they have not done much [Comment £ 

coinprehensive planning. Is Montana destined for haphazard development that may not 
be in the best uiterest of our citizens and our landscapes? 



I and others strongly urge that DEQ require a much more detailed, comprehensive 
environmental impact statement which shows not only the alternative routes of the 
MATI, transmission line but which also shows exact locations for proposed wind farms 
in the near and distant future, and specifies how many turbines would be in each setting 
and the cumulative effects, etc, of all this proposed development and potential future 
developments- Such a plan should analyze in detail these cumulative effects, so that the 
overall positive &. negative economic, visual, and aviary impacts are within reason, at 
least tor any fuhire planned transmission lines and wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 15. 
The current MATL KIS does not adequately meet those standards. Let's not tolerate' 
haphazard development across some of Montana's and North America's most scenic 
vistas. [Cori 



This is not about just one transmission line. This is about potentially developing a whole 
region of fvlontana for large-scale energy development of all kinds - wind, oil & gas, coal 
- and the cumulative effects of visual impacts, habitat fragmentation, etc. that goes alonn 
with it. 



There is a definite need for a large-scale programmaJic EIS first, to determine for the ICommentioa 
whole region all the known and cumulative effects of this kind of development. Then, a 



Response 94: Potential mitigating measures for 

decommissioning wind farms are indicated in Appendix O. 
However, these are simply potential measures and could not 
be made mandatory by the agencies without passage of 
authorizing legislation or a request by MATL. 

Response 95a: See Chapter 4 for a discussion of the number of 
turbines that might be located in an area. 

Response 95b: The optimum number of turbines is beyond the 
scope of this EIS. 

Response 95c: If the property value of adjacent land is 

dependent upon the views from that property, property 
values could decrease if turbines obscure views. The degree 
of change in property values could depend upon the site 
specific situation, uses of the adjacent land in question (if the 
land is used for farming or grazing, the value might not 
change), and the availability of similar land in the area that is 
not adjacent to a wind farm. 

Response 95d: If the neighbors do not want to look at nearby 
wind turbines, they could ask for compensation from a wind 
farm developer but the agencies are not aware of any 
requirements that compensation must be provided by the 
developer for off-site visual impacts. 

Response 95e: 70-30-102, MCA, enumerates 44 public uses for 
which eminent domain can be exercised. Wind farms are not 
among the uses enumerated. 



Response 95f : Because the agencies have no regulatory 

authorities for wind farms beyond those listed in Chapter 4, 
the agencies do not anticipate that it would perform any 
further site specific EIS for the wind farms. If a DEQ permit 
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would be required, an environmental assessment would be 
required to determine whether there is a potential for 
significant impacts to occur. An EIS would not be required 
without a finding that there would be potential for 
significant environmental impacts. Likewise, extension of 
transmission lines not defined as "facilities" under the Major 
Facility Siting Act are unlikely to require further 
environmental review by DEQ if the project sponsor obtains 
easements or options from 75 percent of the landowners who 
collectively own 75 percent of the land that would be crossed 
by the interconnecting line. If extended transmission lines 
would require review by DEQ as a facility covered by the 
Major Facility Siting Act or under another permit, then the 
environmental review process would begin when an 
application is filed. 

Response 96: The answers to these questions are beyond the 
scope of the EIS. 

Response 97: The agencies encourage energy conservation; 
however, there is no way for the state to force people to 
conserve. Inducing decentralized wind and solar 
development is outside the agencies' jurisdiction and is 
beyond the scope of the EIS. 

Response 98: Whether Montana is destined for haphazard 
development is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

Response 99: The locations of the alternatives are mapped and 
described in Chapter 2 of the EIS. Also, see responses to 
comments 20, 22, and 89. 
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site specific EIS for tliis particular project could be done to deiermine whetlier til is i; 
of the places where development can, or cannot, occur without utidue effects. 



Comment 100 
{Continued) 



Now is the appropriate time for the public to request (and even demand) such a 
programmatic EIS, including a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities 
siting plan for all proposed and potential developments. Especially if windfarm 
development is die real purpose tor the MATL transmission line, all known and projected 
details about windfarms should be incorporated as an integral pan of the M.A.TL EIS and 
approved before any construction begins on the proposed MATL Ime. 



Response 100: See response to comment 24. MATL is proposed 
as a merchant transmission line for electricity producers to 
ship their product to market. Electricity from any source, 
including wind farms, could be transmitted over the line. 

Response 101: Comment noted. See response to comment 23 
relative to public participation in the siting of wind farms. 



11 this transmission line and other future potentially huge projects go forward, 

please let's make sure it's all done in the best economic and ecological interests of ALL 

Montanans and for Montana's landscapes, with all the foresight it deserves, and 



guaranteeing FULL PUBLIC PARTICIPATION & INPUT in the siting of all future wind 
farm and transmission line developments (e.g. NOT along the Rockv Mountain Front, 
please). " 

Thank you lor this opportunity to submit public ccrament. Respectfully, 



ICommsnt 1D1 



Wd <^y^- 



Gene Sent;, PO Box 763, Choteau, Montana 59422-0763 frignds@3rivers.net 
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Monlana-Alberta Tie Ltd, 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 

Please consider these written comments on ttie Draft Environmental Imaact Statement 



&U^ pfi^ fi^tiri^ /S /gr-^-A-y/ //J fs Ajd&MA (S ^. 



ii h^ r licjc B 4b /i -Hie MATL- lime /'s AJ je/tA'A 4/Cf^ 

'4, lokifk U)6uU A^i'sc n un J^A.ekA A IJji 6 sHa 6i> . 



1-qA fnlk 






£ln^ /./ /^Iqk4 "T^e -A&fl -fjke fuM iJ' u m6 



IComment 104 



Aj ^i60/SC/K Mail JL{f^/UfS SfiljfMAn^) .f/^ /j^lCommentlOS 
( ^ApA/i'lj, Aa^ J}A'fitJ .</)U £>fjl U^ -fk&j r^^ ii'4 /i^^f/ 

sJjLfM ml/^s.. fP 'Ma4''? riiM. £'.4^e., 7^^ ,5^/^ ^c^:/?^ 



Name 



Address 



At). kAj,*^'^^^ 



city 



l2A^kM- 



State /iji Zip "SfVZz 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet 
for more information on submitting comments after the hearing. 
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Response 102: Comment noted. 
Response 103: Comment noted. 
Response 104: Comment noted. 
Response 105: Comment noted. 
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f.lcntana-Alberta Tie Lld- 
23C'-k'/ Transmissicf. Line Project 



Please consider these written commenis on the Draft EnvironmentaJJmpact Stateme n!: 




li/Sf M^' 1^ .fi.'^A/ v/y ,^ /// V-s j&^'t^^4y. 










y-jjj±iiMuaMuf 



iAaju 



■orn ^ .. 







^Mf^^-(J- /^^pci4^j'^.^ . t^ oM-C-t^ ^J^yJ^ 



lAJfi'' (^■^■fj^lju^ uJ^^'tJi^ 









(se^^ 










ICommertlOS 



Response 106: Comment noted. 
Response 107: Comment noted. 
Response 108: Comment noted. 



Nam^ 

Address C^> S'jjj^ 

City CI/}, '^ 



State/??/ Zi p fr^j/.OZ-i 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing atliie public hearing. Seefiacfcofsteet 
far more intormatlon on submitting comments after the hearing. 
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Response 109: Comment noted. 



54 



npr ut u (■ udi lap 



sous Banka 



40E-278-3580 



p.l 



Mr. Greg Hallsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

April 3, 2007 



BfCj 



Mr. Hallsten. 



Comment 109 



"TwouITlike to share a couple of comments with you concerning 
the proposed power line connecting Lethbridge Alberta and Great 
Falls Montana. I am not concerned with the line itself but as to 
the proposed direction and installation of the line. As of the 
today I am encumbered with 8 power lines on my farm. I am also 
encumbered with BN Railroad, Interstate 15, an irrigation system, 
4 underground oil and gas lines, 2 fiber optic lines, and several 
ballistic missile cables among other things. 

Of the 8 power line systems that criss-cross my property I have 1 - 
230 KV line (30 + single poles), 1 - 115 KV Ime {24 double poles 
H-stnicture), 2- 69 KV lines (single pole), and several small 
distribution lines. The total number of poles is in hundreds. lam 
VERY familiar with the feiming techniques of having to farm 
around poles. Of the total poles that encompass my farm the H 
structure (1 15 KV) Northwestern Energy line has 24 poles that 
diagonal across my fann. Of those 24 poles (12 sets), only 5 sets 
are on fiimi ground. Those 5 particular sete are the most difficult 
to ferm around and are the most problematic for weeds conliol and 
for pest confrol (i.e. gophers and grasshoppers etc). The problem 
lies m the diagonal direction of the NW Energy line. All of the 
other major transmission Unes follow roads and boundary lines and 
cause little to no issues. They are easy and simple to farm NEXT 
to rather than ttymg farm AROUND them. When I have to spray 
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Commenrt 109 
(Cantjnusd) 



I around an H structure, I have to spend valuable time going 
around and over spraying several acres. When I have to spray 
next to a line the time loss and double spraying is NIL. Any 
ONE of the H-structures that I farm around is more time 
consuming and difficult than ALL of the remaining balance of 

I transmissions lines that I encounter in my fanning practices. 



rAnother issue that I have concerns about is the possibility | cQir.^etii no 
(however slight it might be) of a fire from a shorted insulator on a 
pole. We have had power line insulatore short out and cause pole 
fires and damage to surrounding properly. I am concerned with 
who would burden that responsibility and who would cover the 
damages. My insurance company told me that the power line 
company is at fault and the power line company said that it does 
not happen otten and the fire is an act of GOD. Neither comment 
afforded me a ny comfort. 



My last comment concerns the tactics by the leasing company who 
used high pressure and aggressive threats towards people into | 
signing agreemems. They threatened legal action towards people 
and used the Right of Eminent Domain as the basis for the |commentiii 
intimidating tactics. 



Comment 1 12 



Twi in favor of only steight-line dir4:tions of the proposed poy?«| 

Ime or a Ime that followed roads etc. 1 do not wish to be 

burdened with the cost of having to farm around such structures , , ,,,„ 

just because MATL does not have the desire to alter the line in a ' 

straight-lme format. The few dollars per pole compensation 

proposed by MATL does not cover the cost involved by a farmer 

to operate around them. In some comments by MATL F^ssi^ii^ 

representatives they told me that the use of GPS would solve tEF^ — 

issue of havmg to go around any poles. I am now operating the 

most precise GPS system on the market and it does havy any I 



Response 110: Faulty transmission lines occasionally are the 
cause of fires. The fault or liability in each instance would be 
determined based on the facts in that particular case. 
However, the agencies note your comment that potentially 
there are additional costs that should be considered, 
although they may be difficult to assess in advance. 

Response 111: Comment noted. The land leasing company 
works directly for MATL and their methods and practices 
are not sanctioned or controlled by the agencies. 

Response 112: Comment noted. 

Response 113: The agencies worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers as indicated in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 114: Comment noted. Even if a GPS system could 
guide equipment around a pole, there would be additional 
costs associated with time, fuel, seed, fertilizer, and 
herbicides to work around the poles. 
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allowances for power poles or trees in its computer-operating 
program. 

I would like to thank the Department of Environmental Quality for 
the time is listening to my concerns. If you have any questions for 
me please do not hesitate to call me at the numbers below. 

Sincerely, 



Douglas Banka 

6S8 Business 15 
Conrad, Montana 59425 

Home phone 406-278-7829 
Cell phone 406-576-7829 
Fax number 406-278-3580 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 



Please consid er ttiese wrtlten comments on ttie Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 



^ 



\-A-tPfn S 



liiould bA J'.tf e^/y- 



ff^^-kJ L/^-h^^ 4^,. 2 \.:l. 



^ 



Mll£S 









£1 






aaSr* 



_C<"*ld bj; /gy '(^ffSjty "To OUR -hiem '.-oa 












^ 



Fpfi\£ 



Name 

Address St)g| 

City CoiOQfti 



^ 



" ? :~i X >X 






¥- 



jTQii 



cJftj 



7^ 



'g^. g. 



"5^ 



Stale 



^T.zio <^?-l2^ 



Response 115: Aerial applicators have to consider a number of 
obstacles - existing power lines, trees, and towers. Aerial 
applicators do not charge more for spraying fields with 
obstructions, but they might leave small untreated areas to 
avoid the obstructions (HydroSolutions, July 2007, de Waal 
Malefyt, 1979). They would prefer the transmission line to be 
of single poles and the lowest conductor high enough to fly 
under. Applicators also mentioned a preference that the 
transmission line have cardinal headings of North- 
South/ East-West (Campbell Aviation, July 2007). 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back ot sheet 
tormore Information on submitting comments after the hearing. 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Lins Project 



Comment 115 
(CotrtinuedJ 



■T^tfT LJp Jd L^ A^it^liA AA€ . 



Qg'. rtv e -pgBj^e', .Oft itfcggs. Q-f" 






pTj tfi. A rf^A w /TTi 









roW TO COMMENTAND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING 



Comment 117 



■VIEW THE DRAFT Ei S ONLINE AT wvw.dea.ml.gov/MFS/MATL.asD 






SUBMIT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 



Response 116: Comment noted. 

Response 117: The agencies attempted to contact potential 

developers of wind farms that have contracts with MATL for 
information about their project locations. None of the 
developers that propose to connect to the MATL project has 
indicated a willingness to release detailed plans. USFWS 
provided the agencies with maps outlining the extent of the 
McCormick Ranch Wind Park between the Marias River and 
Highway 2 (Figure 4.1-2 in the Draft EIS). In this area, there 
is no substantial difference between alternative transmission 
line locations; all would be near the proposed wind farm. 
Based on the scanty information received from prospective 
wind farm developers, it would be speculative to assume 
that one alignment would be better than another relative to 
the ability to interconnect to the MATL line. See the 
description of wind farm impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 118: Comment noted. 



SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATLOmtqov 
PROJECT CONTACTS: 



Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinator 

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 

Ellen Russell, US Department of Energy 



406-444-3276 
406-444.67B5 
202-586-9624 



Individuals needing an alternatively accessible form of infonnadon should contact Mr, Hallsten at 
ttie address above. 



Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
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FRDU ;D»LMflN ACRES, INC. F AX NO. ; l-dB6-,i|63-g446 Apr. B5 2m7 ll;a4flM P2 



4-«-07 



Response 119: Comments noted. 



Stale of Montana 

Department of Environmental QuaJity 

Fax 444-1499 

Helena, MT. 



Deal Sit: 



Comment 119 
Re: MATL Transmission Line ' ' 

As a properly owner who will be effected by the construction of this line, I wish to express some 
thoughts and concerns. 

I am certain this may be the beginning of a corridor in the future, Traveling through the State of 
Washington I tooic a number of pictures of four (4) large transmission lines running parallel to 
each other. With such a installation this would cause a great deal of expense for the farmer 
operating these acres. Most farmers and ranchers are not opposed to this line, however as you are 
well aware, how it is constructed will effect our next generations for decades. I would 
respeafiil!y request that you require the following; Single pole placement on all farm ground and 
on CRP, land as well. We do not know what the future brings as those acres may be farmed once 
again. 

Wherever (be line travels on famed ground, it will impact the operating cost to the farm 
operation. 

Thaak you for your coosidetation to the concerns of the farmers involved. 

Adam F. Dahlmao 
Box 343 

Dutton, MT. 59433 
Telephone (406)463-2444 
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DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
AND CONSERVATION 



hmA>s<imKri/nR. i;<»>iivik 



STATE OF MONTANA- 



IWSKlTVKVni A\ J Mik 



iHHtfTors OFHt E im: lu-ni* 



Please keep us informed as to any new developments or decisions regarding this 
project. DNRC appreciates the opportunity to comment on this project. 

Sincerely, 



April 5, 2007 



Dept. of Environmental Quality 
C/0 Tom Ring 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-901 



RE: DNRC Comments on MATL Draft EIS 






WW}^ 



MARY SEXTON 
Director 



Dear Mr. Ring: 

DNRC has had an opportunity to review the proposed Montana Alberta Tie LTD (MATL) 
Draft EIS and the alternative routes. We have conducted a preliminary review of the 
state lands involved under all alternatives and do not anticipate problems with 
implementing any of the proposed action alternatives. Overall, Alternatives 2, 3, or 4 
have only minor Impacts to the management of state (ands because they would affect 
primarily grazing lands and only minor amounts of crop or CRP land on state ownership 
would be impacted. If an action alternative is selected in the Record of Dedsion, 
DNRC will require MATL to submit Easement Applications for the affected state land, 
conduct a site specific review of each tract and require site specific mitigations for each 
easement application. We expect those site specific mitigations wrtll be standard 
stipulations proven to be effective in minimizing potential local impacts to resources, for 
example, limiting operations to a specific lime period to avoid conflicts with planned ' 
fanning activities. The State Land Board has the ultimate authority for granting 
easements on state land. Below are our general comments. 



Comment 120 



• p^ supports the use of "mono-pole" structures on CRP and cropland. And 
believes "mono -pole structures should be required on CRP and cropland under 
all alternatives. __J 

TJNRC supports routing (he power line on field boarders, property boiindaries|commenti2i 

and/or sections lines when feasible to minimize negative impacts on croplandl 

segmentation of land ownership and unusable corridors. 



|«— Construction should be timed in a manner to minimize damage to area soils, |coitimenti22 
I crops and/or rangelands. 



• |-Archeologlcal sites on DNRC lands shoiatdbB-avoldBd^hgnplacIiTg support 
I struc tures when possibLe, r 



Comment 123 
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Response 120: Comment noted. 

Response 121: Comment noted. The mileage of state land 
crossed on a diagonal is indicated below. 



Alternative 2 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 


LOCATION 


LAND USE TYPE 


MILES (approximate) 


T37N R5W SEC. 36 


CROP 


0.5 


T23N R2E SEC. 23 


CROP 


1.1 


T25N RIE SEC. 16 


CROP 


0.3 


T25N RIE SEC. 16 


CROP 


0.5 


T26N RIW SEC. 36 


CROP 


1.1 


T31N R5W SEC. 2 


RANGE 


0.5 


T32N R5W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


1.08 


T35N R5W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


0.9 


T23N R2E SEC. 25 


RANGE 


0.5 


T23N R2E SEC. 22 


RANGE 


0.6 


T23N R2E SEC. 16 


RANGE 


0.8 


T28N R3W SEC. 18 


RANGE 


0.3 




Alternative 3 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 


LOCATION 


LAND USE TYPE 


MILES (approximate) 


T23N R3E SEC. 15 


CROP 


0.15 


T29N R3W SEC. 31 


CROP 


0.3 


T29N R4W SEC. 36 


CROP 


0.5 


T28N R3W SEC. 18 


RANGE 


0.2 


T29N R4W SEC. 36 


RANGE 


0.1 


T32N R5W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


1.1 



Alternative 4 Diagonal Crossing of State Land 


LOCATION 


LAND USE TYPE 


MILES 
(approximate) 


T25N RIE SEC. 16 


CROP 


0.3 


T25N RIE SEC. 16 


CROP 


0.5 


T25N RIW SEC. 3 


CROP 


1.3 


T29N R2W SEC. 36 


CROP 


0.1 


T37N R5W SEC. 36 


CROP 


0.5 


T23N R2E SEC. 33 


RANGE 


0.5 


T29N R2W SEC. 36 


RANGE 


0.09 


T29N R3W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


0.55 


T31N R5W SEC. 2 


RANGE 


0.5 


T32N R5W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


1.08 


T35N R5W SEC. 16 


RANGE 


0.9 



Response 122: Comment noted. 

Response 123: Known archeological features have been avoided 
on DNRC lands. On undisturbed areas where no ground 
survey has been conducted, the agencies would require that 
the areas be surveyed and that sensitive features be avoided 
where possible (see Appendix F, items 2.12.1 through 2.12.3 
and Appendix A of Appendix F for items pertaining to 
cultural resources). 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Lid. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 



Please consider these written comments on ttie Draft Envlnonmental Impact Statement; 
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Response 124: Comment noted. 
Response 125: Comment noted. 





Name //'I. 


. A'> 


roe. 


1, ^"^ /jcri Airr, 


,-n 


Address 






~ 





City /fT/.vpr/ 



State 



A-r-zio d:^?'^-<" 



Comments may Ije submitted orally or in writing at the public tiearing. See bacfc o! sheet 
for more information on submitiing comments after the hearing 
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Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 

Please consider lliese written comments on the Draft Environmerttal Impaci Statement: 

'M?,ef^^ ^i^(M. -f^',y j^^M ii aA-I-W .,-i^».,uZ.L^j. ^ ^ 

.^^ r^^yj '•i.'-^i ^ 'Mf^.^ xn^ A^J . ^ A/ t/ .->» /i-a Cif' / /u 






■Comnnent 129 



■Comment 127 I 



<^^h/~ ■^u^ 



Ji:c^ H-T'^V-yV. 



^^T 



Name f2^4^^ O) s ^J {f) ^"'^Z,a ^/I f^.^^^. - .^-^-^^ 
Address /a-g^S /^.t^<nZn f- y^e-cjl 



City 



f^'^iuik 



.State A'jf Zip n f^/f(£, 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the pjblto hearing. See iiadt o/sfteet 

for more infomialion on submitting comments alter the hearing. 
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Response 126: Comment noted. 
Response 127: Comment noted. 
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Nortkcm Roches Meiml Center, inc. 



April 3, 2007 



Mr. Greg Hallsten 

Director's Office 

Montana Department of Enviromnental Qualiiy 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

RE; Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd. 230-fcV Transmission Line Project 

Dear Mr. Hallsten: 



KfCEIVED 

A°R 5 ZCC7 
i^fREaORS OFflCE 



Response 128: Comment noted. 
Response 129: Comment noted. 
Response 130: Comment noted. 
Response 131: Comment noted. 



Northern Rockies Medical Center, Inc. would like to offer its support to (he Montana- 
Alberta Tie Ltd In our opinion, its project is veiy beneficial with a lot of potential for 
^e local area and the Slate of Montana. We encourage the Department of Enviromnental 
Quality to adopt the "Proposed Action" approach as the preferred routing aitemative to 
the project as soon as possible . 



[Comment 126 



Construction of Ibe tie line, and the associated wind generation facility, will create a ■ 

positive impact on our area in many ways. Socially, it wiU create jobs both during the 
construction phases and after completion in the maintenance and operations stages The 
activity associated with the construction itself will create additional business for local 
merchants and suppliers. Its employees, who have conrniercial health insurance will be a 
positive benefit to our medical center; which has a high write-off rate due to a lanje 
i percentage of die patients living at poverty or just above. 



IComment 129 



The MATL project will help reverse economicaUy the effects of our county being m a tf^ 
severe economic recession for many years. Also, we believe that the project will unprove 
the tax base-assisting all local residents. 



The most beneficial part for the entiic state of Montana is that it will provide a |cQmmenti3i 
desperately needed transmission path for power created by new generation facihties that 
will develop in the vicinity of the new line and elsewhere in Montana. 

We applaud the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd on its pioneering and progressive approach 
We wish It much success with the eonstrucdoMnd operation of the transmission lin e 




ChiefExecutive Officer 




/\^y^w>3£\ 



NRMC Board of Directoi? 
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940 Wilder Ave. 
Helena, MT 59601 
April 4, 2007 

Mr. Greg Hallsten 

Director's Office 

MT Dept. of Environniental Quality 

PO Box 20090 1 

Helena, MT 5%20-fl9<!i 

Dear Greg Hailsien, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposal to build a major 
transmission line, the MT-Alberta Tie Line (MATL), between Great Falls and 
Lethbridge. 



With the MATL comes the possibility of industrial scale wind developments. |£f™™eHtT32~ 
Both of these portend enormous impacts to the MT landscape. My main concern relates 
to the Rocky Mountain Front. There is no grander scenery in this state. The area where 
the plains meet the mountains is dramatic and awe-inspiring. Its beauty has a profound 
effect on many, including myself. This magnificence must be protected. Consequently, 
I'd like to ask that all future energy development such as transmission lines and wind ' 
farms be situated near or east of Interstate Hwy 15, 



Response 132: See response to comment 28, Section 3.15, and the 
revised discussion of impacts in Section4.16 for a description 
of potential visual impacts associated with wind farm 
development. In general, the Rocky Mountain Front west of 
Choteau is located more than 80 miles from the proposed 
MATL line. If wind farm development were located 30 miles 
from the MATL line, it would then be about 50 miles away 
from the Front and beyond the range of visibility. 

Response 133: See response to comment 24. 

Response 134: See the revised discussion of impacts in Chapter 
4. See response to comment 23 for a discussion of public 
participation in siting of wind farm developments where the 
agencies have no regulatory authority. 



I ™ I Please conduct a broad regional programmatic EIS thai deals with transmission 

lines, wind farms and other energy development in north central Montana. Energy 

development would bring many cumulative impacts to the whole region and these 
iinpacts need to be addressed. DEQ needs to complete such an EIS to protect the interests 
of (he state and the people in the area. Besides a programmatic EIS. full public 
parUdpalion must be guaranteed on ail such siting issues. 

This past weekend ray husband and i camped and hiked in Sun Canyon on the 
Rocky Mountain Front. Driving there on Route 2S7 from Helena, there is breath-taking 
view of the whole Front when cresting a particular hill. I hope it stays breath taking. 

Sincerely, 
Sara Toubman 



Icomment 134 



DEQ 
"WtCTORSOFHCt 
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PO Box 3 

Dutton MT 59433 
April 4, 2007 



Mr. Greg Hallsten 

Director's Office 

Mt. Dept. of Environmental Quality 

PO Box 200901 

Helena MT 59620-0901 

Dear Mr. Hallsten: 

The MATL transmission line is proposed to be built to make a financial gain for a 
private company at the expense of H/lontana and the Montana farmers. The line 
is to run to a substation on the north side of Great Falls. 



Alberta has a 23% surplus in electricity and needs a market for it. Northwest IcpTimenti^s 
Energy has a surplus and has no plans to build any new lines until the year 2012. 
If the MATL line is built, there is no place for the electricity to go. 

After reviewing the allwnatives, it appears tfi e only thing this has done is to turn 
neighbors against neighbors. |comrrienti3e~[ 

The combination of these alternatives to form one line paraflel (within 250 feet) to 

the existing line with single poles for everyone. This should be from east of |commenti37^ 

Dutton to the south side of Conrad. T>iis would stop the building of new corridori 

and make it possible tor the poles to be next to each other. MATL said, "the 
couid build it within 50 feet of the existing line." 



The first information, in writing, I received on this project wasn't from the | commenti3B I 
Department of Energy or MATL, but from the lawyers office in Helena. ' ' 

MATL wishes to build this line with 3 14% money, double poles, and receive a 
75% tax write-off. Why don't they just ask for the State? |commenti3g~| 

It would be wrong to build this at tlie expense of the farmers and ranchers. |comment 140 ' 

MATL also wants to be able to increase the power 25% to SOOmw at no 
additional income to the land owners. The same goes for the fiber optic line 
where they are looking at selling off part of It to others. |commenti4i I 



Response 135: Alberta typically imports more energy than it 
exports — for more discussion about Alberta's electricity 
situation, see Section 3.17 and response to comment 33b-d. 
The Western grid is an interconnected whole and there is 
capacity at certain times of the year on all lines exiting both 
Montana and Alberta. At other times of the year, there is 
little or no excess capacity on existing lines. Thus, power 
from generation built as a result of MATL would, at certain 
times of the year, have several options in terms of how to 
leave the Montana service area to serve other markets. At 
other times of the year, that power could be constrained in 
terms of leaving the Montana control areas. 

Response 136: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
several groups of landowners and most people have been 
willing to work with the agencies and each other to arrive at 
solutions for line location. 

Response 137: While this option would keep lines in a single 
corridor, it would not be a location that would meet many of 
the preferred location criteria under rules implementing the 
Major Facility Siting Act (see Section 2.1). 

Response 138: Comment noted. 

Response 139: Comment noted. 

Response 140: Comment noted. 



RECEIVED 

f-'.??. 6 IC07 
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It says in the DEQ impact study that MATL will put no poles in the 100 year flood 

plain. I don't know how they can accomplish this. The flood of 1 964 had the |c°mmenti-i2 " 
Tsion River a mile wide. 

The only mention of money from MATL was $275.00 for the easem ent. This is a 
price from prior to the 1940's. One would be foolish to accept this. |CQmnnenti43"| 

It is wrong to expect Montana consumers to pay for mitigation in order for the i comment i-i4 
MATL line to have a reliable connection to the electrical transmission system. ' 



It is not right to give some of the land owners single poles and not others. This is 
discrimination to the Jand owner s, where one has irrigated land, another has dry 
land, and the third has pasture. |commenti45~| 

Alternate (3) is the best for the Teton River area, if this is not possible, the line 

should cross the Teton River exactly in the northwest corner of the section of I comment ue 

state land. There is a graded road on the State of Montana land on the south' 

side of the river. This road is wide enough for a 24' combine to travel from the 
river bottom to the hill top. 

Again, the line should be east of the NW Energy line This will have less impact 
on all the home owners from east of Dutton to south of Conrad. IcomnientM? I 



Avoid discrimination - single poles for all. ICommeni 148 



Visual impact of Alternate (4) on the Teton River is devastating for view, |Comment 146 ' 
recreation, and airplanes. 



Don't believe a private company qualifies for eminent domain. p°mmenti5o " 



How did a 23Qkv line become an BOOmw line? |'^°""'t«"'i^i 

Sincerely, 



Robert J. Carney 



Response 141: Comment noted. MATL has indicated that 
although the current proposal is to build a line that could 
handle 300 MW flowing from north to south and south to 
north, the conductors proposed could be physically able to 
handle additional power in the future, though line losses 
may be unacceptably high (see the responses to comments 
346). Easement payments are typically not dependent upon 
the amount of power that would flow through a line. 
Similarly, easement payments for a transmission line are 
typically not based on the number of fiber optic strands in a 
cable. 

Response 142: Comment noted. However, the text does not say 
that no poles would be located in the 100 -year floodplains. 
Rather the text in Section 3.6 indicates that structures would 
not be located below the normal high-water mark and that 
high hazard areas of floodplains would be avoided. 

Response 143: Comment noted. See Section 3.13 for further 
discussion of the costs associated with farming around 
structures. 

Response 144: Costs of mitigating impacts would be borne by 
MATL because MATL is proposing to build the line. Only if 
Northwestern Energy would buy power from the MATL line 
would any mitigation costs show up in the transmission 
portion of the bill for Montana customers. 
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Response 145: Comment noted. Single poles are seen as a way 
to reduce but not eliminate impacts to farming activities. 
Because single poles are more expensive than H-frames, in 
developing the alternatives the agencies tried to limit the use 
of single poles to situations where they would reduce 
impacts, principally on cultivated land. Presence of H-frame 
structures does not interfere substantially with livestock use 
on range and pasture land. Alternative 1, as proposed by 
MATL, would use 53 miles of single poles. Alternative 2 
would not include single poles on the other 38.4 miles of 
cropland and CRP land crossed. Alternative 4 was 
developed by the agencies and would use single poles 
wherever cropland and CRP land are crossed. The agencies 
regret that some people feel they were treated unfairly. If 
Alternative 2 is finally chosen for permitting, the distribution 
could be altered in the certificate, or the requirement for 
monopoles could be rescinded by the agencies. 

Response 146: Comment noted. The agencies examined the 
suggested alternative crossing of the Teton River (see Figure 
2.6-3). This alignment would cross a low elevation bend 
along the Teton River and would be more prone to flood 
damage than the modified Alternative 2 which would be 
located a greater distance above the river. The suggested 
alternative also would cross a landslide feature where the 
river's location at the toe of the slope makes long-term 
stability of the slope questionable. Note that the length and 
location of the crossing indicated in the comment would 
necessitate a structure being located somewhere on this slope 
since the landslide is too long to span. Like Alternative 2 
and modified Alternative 2, some road building would be 
necessary to access at least one structure on the suggested 
alternative. 



Response 147: Comment noted. However, such an alternative 
would be located close to a landing strip, would cross farm 
fields diagonally, and cause farm operators to work around 
two diagonal lines rather than one. See response to comment 
37 as well. 

Response 148: Comment noted. See response to comment 145. 

Response 149: The draft EIS notes in Section 3.15 that major 
visual impact would result where the transmission line 
would cross an area of Class B (above average) scenic quality 
such as the alluvial corridor of the Teton River. This river 
crossing on state land would be marked to increase visibility 
to low flying airplanes. 

Alternative 4 would be located about one mile west of 
Alternative 3 at the Teton River crossing. This portion of the 
river corridor is used for dispersed recreation and both 
crossings would be highly visible to people recreating along 
the river. 

Response 150: See response to comment 8. 
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|Comn>ent 152 






il^U^T 



Wet<A^; I-tt-fijJ. ■kl!.,^>- 



Response 151: The proposed line would be operated at 230 
kilovolts. It is proposed to carry up to 300MW in each 
direction. MATL has indicated that the proposed conductor 
could handle up to 600MW in each direction while still being 
operated at 230 kV, but this would require upgrading of 
substation equipment and line losses would be roughly 20 
percent or about 115MW (MATL 2007). The explanation for 
the mention of a 400MW potential loading is that if the 
MATL line would be loaded to 300MW, an extra contingency 
load of up to lOOMW must be carried by the line to support 
existing power facilities in the area in case of outages on 
other transmission lines (HDR 2007). Also see comment 346. 



Response 152: The idea of placing wind farms in a manner that 
would not intrude on views of the Rocky Mountain Front is 
noted. Note however, the agencies do not have regulatory 
authority over the location of wind farms and cannot dictate 
their placement. Also see the description of potential 
cumulative wind farm impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 153: Comment noted. 
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Mr. Hallsten after reading articles in the area papers and talking 

with landowners 1 must express my opinion. 1 don't believe P"""™""^" 

independent power companies from another country should be 

selling their electricity to people in the U.S. We should provide fori 

ourselves. We already have enough power in the state of Montana 

to provide for ourselves. Plus we send power out of state. 

Northwestern Energy already charges us to much for our power | commenii55 

what would more electricity do for us? Ft won't lower our rates. It 

is creating a monopoly for big companies, making them big dollars 

for them, but who pays for all this. The little guy. 



Why support anything from Canada? They didn't support the Iraq 
_ffiaL 



"IComment 1 56 



The Great Falls area is also planning a coal fired plant, who 
benefits from, that not the locals. I don't agree with that either 
Who wants pollution? Why not use wind generators. 



IComment 157 



frhis is not being done for the good of Montanan's it is for 1^°""™"' '^s 



someone else. People are being pushed around by big corporations 
not for Montanas benefit. 



If MATL power line does go thru, why not follow the other line 

that already exists. I hunt on the Teton river where the line will P°""™""^^ 
cross . According to the map where it will cross that area is a very 
erodible area, what happens when it washes out? Why not follow 
_where the other line already exists? You know it doesn't take a Im 
of common sense to make most of the land owners happy, "more 
expense" yes but we aren 't profiting, the big corporations are 



IComment 1S 



They want to get by as cheaply as possible for their own profit, not 
ours. 



Response 154: Comment noted. 

Response 155: Electricity generated as a result of MATL would 
be sold on the power market, and not necessarily to Montana 
customers. See response to comment 33 for further 
discussion of potential affects on prices. The factors that 
affect electricity prices in Montana are complex and 
numerous. 

Response 156: Comment noted. 

Response 157: The coal-fired plant proposed near Great Falls 
would benefit a group of electric cooperatives from south 
central Montana as well as the City of Great Falls. The 
opinion regarding pollution from this plant is noted. Wind 
generators do not provide firm baseload power similar to 
that which can be produced by a conventional coal-fired 
plant. However some developers are looking into the 
possibility of converting coal into diesel fuel and using this 
diesel fuel in conventional diesel powered generators as a 
way to firm wind generation. 

Response 158: Comment noted. 



Thanks for listening 
Marlon Shortman 
Box 163 
Dutton Mt 59433 



'DECEIVED 

DEQ 
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■jhmkim VCtiEmB, 



3 April 2007 



Mr. Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 



Dear Mr. Ring, 



Comment 151 



First again i would like to thank you a.s I did in person at the DEQ/MATL meeting in Cut 
Bank last week. You are the only person in this whole situation that took the time to not 
on!y listen to our concerns involving MAIL but also implemented a plan to relieve our 
concerns. 

We support DEQ's alternative route thai would bypass the Karcher/Hoof properties. 



Sincerely, 



iLti^ /^^A^.-,^ (Lf6>J^~J^ 



Joseph J. Kircher Jr. & Diane C. Karcher 

PO Box 354 

Cut Bank, MT 59427 






H- 






Vp, 



W 



"•''-«£? 



Response 159: Should a line structure be lost due to erosion, the 
line would be out of service until the structure is replaced or 
repaired. The existing Northwestern Energy line was not 
paralleled due to concerns with having to farm around two 
sets of structures on either side of the Teton River crossing, 
not the Teton crossing itself. Lastly, the Major Facility Siting 
Act contains a requirement in 75-20-301 (l)(h) "that the use of 
public lands for location of the facility was evaluated and 
public lands were selected whenever their use is as 
economically practicable as the use of private lands." The 
proposed crossing would be located on a state section while 
the crossing of the Teton River parallel to Northwestern 
Energy's existing transmission line would be located on 
private land on each side of the river. Comment noted. 

Response 160: Comment noted. 

Response 161: Comment noted. 



HiCilVED 

ftpp 5 umI 

DEQ 
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Montana-Aiberta Tie Lid. 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 



Please consider mese^rittenj»mmentsOTjhe^aft^^ 



aye^a , 'Ihc i/a^J nje. efijoy ntM ]% oP iUc 



hstkn I^M^ Rmt <\r\ -/fey i'lr^ LjPH/cI a/a^-^iv 



ebsoifc 4l\,i j\huk'i'i i/ieui 



Jk= fiiait^ral Airfi,'f;mji»i;. ;f ^lu fjtfiit innu/J 



kHXiJ k dtkf>n',y>e. -fee ex-fe-rf -fe ujk'.cl^ 



Comment 163 



( j [Commen 



tuwltl rfe^re dak iis a cs^mH- J' i^:\ M/ia,»>r. 



C/a'f-Y — fe arn/lo!n I Li Untuflm^^ . Jki^ k 



Y^_ 






XMi^: 






Response 162: Comment noted. Although some area residents 
would have the transmission line present in their views of 
the Rocky Mountain Front, Alternative 4 does the best job 
overall of avoiding proximity to residences, with 67 
residences within V2 mile of the line. Alternative 2 would 
have 77 residences within Vi mile, and Alternative 3 would 
have 94 residences. While both the transmission line and 
wind turbines would introduce strong linear elements into 
viewed landscapes, the structures are typically not clustered 
sufficiently to conceal or hide surrounding mountain ranges 
(see the pictures of the Judith Gap wind farm in the revised 
discussion of impacts in Sections 4.16). 

Response 163: Comment noted. Transmission lines could 
adversely affect land values, and that would be a cost to 
Montanans. Existing evidence suggests that land values are 
not significantly affected by transmission lines. See the 
revised discussion on land values in Section 3.13. 



Ma™ iJyat/ \ yfl.Via U.vif) 

Address [^^ 6<i "T^y 1^4 

City 



__taMi_ 



stale ATT Zip S4 ^^5 _ 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at (he public tiearing. See back of sheet 
for mow information on submitting comments after ftte hearing. 



COMIMENT DEADLINi APRIL 9, 2007 
Montana Oepailment of Environmental Quality 
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Mr Latn-L Maurer 
21'»16,hLn NE 
Brady. ^tT iii.|l6 fj 






/' 



APR G IW 

DEQ 

BISECTOR'S OFFICE 
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Response 164a: Comment noted. The benefits and costs of 
MATL to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.13. 
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13. The energy generated as a result of this line 
would be sold on the open energy market. 

Response 164b: Recent passage of legislation will likely result in 
lower tax rates for MATL. This legislation also included tax 
reductions for landowners whose land is crossed by new 
transmission lines. 
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r^ 



Camment 164d 





"^1^^^: 



Response 164c: Comment noted. 

Response 164d: Comment noted. The agencies note that 
transmission lines could adversely affect land and visual 
values, and that would be a cost to Montanans. See the 
discussion on visual impacts in Section 3.15. See the revised 
discussion on land values in Section 3.13. 
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(M/06/2007 



To: Mr. Richard Opper, Director 
Mr. Tom Ring 

Mr. Greg Hallsten •' / 

Dept. of Environmental Quality ' /.-■ 

P.O. Box 200901 ' ""■ 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Dear Sirs: 

i would like to address the wind farm issue from several angles; 

1) As a concerned lEsident of Glacier County. 

2) As a hiker. 

3) As a concerned parent. 

4) As a Realtor. 

5) As a student of Montana history. 



So, I believe a lot of thought and research needs to be put into this decision BEFORE my 
children and grandchildren wish we had. 



% 



Regards, 



'/..:, 



/f- 



%. 



Ll- 



(I 









'% 



Colleen Erickson 

P. 0. Box 55 

East Glacier Park, MT 59434 

406-226-5555 



Having grown up on a farm in Teton County, Montana, just north of Great Falls, I find 
myself being more and more concerned about the MATL hue which will run from Great 
Falls to the Canadian border. I have called Glacier County my home for over 30 years so 
I am very familiar with both areas that will be impacted by these proposed wind farms. 

Initially, I found myself excited that someone was going to finally utilize the wind power 
in Montana. But the more and more I looked into it, I found that these 400' towers have 
downsides and that most, if not all of the energy would be leaving the Big Sky Country to 
help hght Las Vegas. Plus these huge towers would be also at the Eastern gateway to 
Glacier National Park. I hike in Glacier National Park and do not want to climb up to a 
vista of wind 6rm towers. 



CoiTnnent165 



As a Realtor, I also question what this will do to adjoining and area land values. Would 

you want one next to you? I would not. I suspect that wind farms DO NOT increase the 

land around them. Has anyone looked at what values are now in the Jutiith Gap area? jCommentiee 

That should be something else that is checked BEFORE charging ahead with the MATL 

line or the wind farms. 



I had the privilege of taking Montana History irom K. Ross Toole at the U of M in |C°nnnnent ie7~| 
Missoula. He said over and over again that Montanans repeatedly made the mistake of 
bemg used by outside interests. 1 understand that the power from these wind farms may 
not even stay in the state and may even go to light up Las Vegas. Are we again repeating 
history and doing something that w^e will regret and that will diminish Montana for the 
-benefit of someone else's pocketbook? Once these wind farms are in place, they will be 
here forever so I believe we Montanans should be absolutely sure that this is what we i p, ■ ,„, .,.„ 
want and know ALL of the impacts it will have on this area. I 
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Response 165: See response to comments 28 and 29and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. The 
eastern edge of Glacier National Park lies more than 50 miles 
west of the MATL transmission line. If wind farms were 
located 30 miles from the MATL line, they would be at the 
limit of visibility for viewpoints within Glacier National 
Park. 

Response 166: See the revised cumulative socioeconomic 
impacts portion of Chapter 4 for a discussion of property 
values in relation to wind farms. 

Response 167: See response to comment 168. 

Response 168: It is unclear how long wind farms would be 
operated. See the discussion of impacts in Chapter 4. 
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Central Montana Field Office 
1400 First Avenue Monh 
Great Falls, MT 59401 



406-453 "34i4 fas:d0&-453-94i4 

mwacen!rL!iw:idmCintara.org 

www.wildmonuina..oig 



April2,2007 

Mr. Greg Hallsten, 

Director's Office, 

Montana Department of Envunnmenla] Quality 

POBox200901 

Helena, Montana 59620-0901 

RE: Montana Alberta Tie Line 

DearMr.Haflsten, 



lECEiVED 

APR 8 2CG7 

DEO 
OIRiaOH'S OFFICE 



The following comments are submitted on befaalf of the Montana Wilderness 
Association, Island Range Chapter. The Montana Wilderness Association was fonned in 
I95g by a few individuals concerned about the loss of wild public lands within the State 
of Mcmtana. Since then the organization has grown to over 6,000 dues paying members, 
most of whom live in Montana and utilize puMic wildlands. 

Anyone concerned about global vrarming and die need to move toward cleaner 
renewable energy sources should welcome the intowt in wind energy. As Ciuiadian ' 
Author, scientist, and broadcaster David Suzuki has said, "ft mains ice are finoi/u attting 

somewhere." / ja s 



Response 169: Comment noted. See the responses to comments 
20, 22, and 29 and revisions to the discussion of impacts in 
Chapter 4. Short-term, non-firm capacity would likely be 
available to other electricity producers. 

Response 170: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
impacts in Section 4.16. 

Response 171: See the responses to comments 20, 22, and 
revisions to the discussion of impacts in Chapter 4. The 
agencies are not aware of any other developments in the area 
that would come under the agency's permitting authority. 

Response 172: Comment noted. 



At the same time, it is appropriate to voice concerns about the impact the — 
proposed transmission line, and the wind farms and other ener^ iacilities it serves, will 
have on the surrounding landscape. While the EIS destTibes the proposed routes of the 
transmissioB line, it neither provides informatioQ about possible locations of the wind 
ferms nor does it say if the transmission line will serve other energy facilities. 



Since the turn ofthe century effrats have been madtlo protect the Rocky jco^inient 170 
Mountain Front by keeping its largely undeveloped character intact PtAlic and [nivate 
fiffldii^ has been secured for cODservation easements to prevent the deveh^Knenl of 
subdivisions and for buyouts of proposed oil and gas leases dial are being retired It 
would be the ultimate irony if wind lanns aloi^ the Rocky Mountain Front end iq> having 
a larger overall visual unpact on the landscape than gas wetts and other stmctares 



It IS possible fffl- wind-generated doctticity to be developed in a manner that |Conmient171 
doesn t unpair some of our oMst renowned viewsheds. But withont knowing where Ihi 

wmd farms will be located, imd wlBt other devekipiiienis are beii« pr<,»sKf f« the ma. 

It IS impossible to know how the Front wiU be impacted. A coB^HEhensive loot at the 

pnyosed devetopment is needed aid tfaeeumufcaive impact of the project needs to be 
addressed m the analysis. . 



Asnctedinan«lticktitledrnm.litfi«-I..T.i^Ag«Mngnt..nH^lheNMkin!.l |Coniment 172 
Environmental Poli cy Art : An A nalysis ofRecctH C^^^ Wy lu;.^,nH F> Smith. 
"Evidence IS iBoeasing that die most devastatrng environmental effects may result not 



Thp Unnrana M/riHef 
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Response 173: Comment noted. 



ttr- ■ , . . ■ , , Comment 172 

bvidence is increasing that the most devastating environmental effects may result not (Continued) 
from the direct effects of a particular action, but from the combination of individually 
minor effects of multiple actions over time (Council on Environmental Oualitv I 

1997.P.I). I 



A backlash toward wind generated electricity is developing in parts of the counliy where 

Vvind farms ami transmission lines are sprouting up on some of the natiffli's last IComment 173 

undeveloped landscapes. It is important that Montana develops wind eneigy in a manner 

that preserves our increasingly rare and valuable natural landscapes. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and anticipate learning mote about your 
agency's intentions. 




Joanne Bernard 

Chairperson 

Montana Wilderness Association 

Island Range Chapter 
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Response 174: See response to comment 8. 





J.C. O'Brien Ji Sons, Inc 
421 Deer Drive 

Great liaUs, MonUna S9404 

Ph 406 452-9471 
FAX 406 452-4069 




FACSIMILE MESSAGE 


DATE; 


April 9, 2007 


TO: 


Department of Environmenta! Quality 

MATLfS)mt.gov 

Ati: Mr. Greg HaUstcn 


PHONE/FAX; 


406-444-4386 


SUBJECT: 


Comments on the Draft EIS for the M; 



Response 175: In the special legislative session the "Clean and 
Green Energy" tax incentives package was passed. See the 
revised discussion of socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13. 



NUMBER OF PAGES INCLUDING COVER: 3 



Here are some written cotnmeirts and questions regarding tiie proposed 
Imisinission line. By way of qualificatioijs, I am a land owner aad have farm land 
itmnedialeiy South of Conrad which is scattered about in various sectioHS, While it 
seems from the maps that this line will nut truss our property, we are ia a position whae 
every thing else, which goes by, crosses our land. We have had some very sad 
experiences over the years with public utilities, pipelines, fiber optic cables and vari ous 
other well-intentionsd utihties impacting out land. 

I am ail for this country developing sources of non-potlufing energy, and 1 assume 
w« ail are. This project, however, raises some questions, which should be answered 
before it is allowed to proceed. Here ate a few of my concerns, in no particular orderof 
importance. 



If the permits being reqaested are granted, then does that convey the right; 
of eminent domain to a private Canadian Corporation? If so, would tlicy 

then use that right to follow their preferred alternative and go diagonajly 
across farmland wherever they wanted to? 



2. Since the tax incentives that Governor Schweitzer had wanted to sive to 
alternative energy developments and transmission lines were not granted 
by the Montana Legislature, will Tonbridge Power continue with the 
project? The)- have stated ilmi they would not. Also, somewhere in the 
Draft EIS it stated that if they were forced to go with Alternative 4, the 
line would probably not be built. They stated in tbcii progress report, 61! 
of 2005, that they were advancing procurement of long iead-time 



Comment 175 
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Response 176: Comment noted. 



Comment 1 ib 
(Continued) 



componems and had awarded conffaets tor the construction of sub stations 
at Lethbridge and Cut Bajik. There seems to be some discrepancy here. 
Could it be possible that tbey wilJ buUd Qic line anyway, even If it is EOl 
subsidized by the taxpayers of Montana? 



Comment 176 



p. Alternative 4 has 27.0 miles of the aligranait crossing non-iriipted 
cropland at a diagotsal versus aJraost twice that amount at 52.S miles in 
Alternative 2. Either is too rnueh, Ifthe project can't afford to go on 

section lines because of the economics, then it should not he built. Of 

course this doesn't even begin to address the esthetic and visual impacS of 
the line. Those of us who will have the line in our front yard but not on 
oui iajiJ will have to live with the impacts forever. We, of course, will not 
be compensated for the impacts on the land values caused by the line. 
This is a major concern to all landowners in the vicinity of tlie liuc. Figure 
3.1 5-5 is a dramatic example of the visual impact of the line. 

Page 4-9 discusses the long term impacts to land. 1 fMnt that a 
significant impact, not mentioned, would be a decrease in land values just 
b y having the li ne in the vi cinity. 



Response 177: See response to comment 163. To the extent that 
the MATL Une would lower land values, that would be a cost 
to landowners. See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13. Section 3.15 notes that most visual impacts are 
direct and long term and that transmission line structures 
within the immediate foreground of residences would result 
in a major impact. Homeowners would not be compensated 
for these effects when the line is not on their land. 



'^'T'^^ '1 'T^ only Iw *« us. =ra. .Ji^s, ma n,^ oroiin inftrmiLi,,, il,» ij, pri,||,coi mj conflaenM. ir ™ are 
not the TOBdea jeapicrt you jr. limby Mifitd iha m dijKinmalian of ftij torarauoialira i, aitily prohWica If to fcavc 
itccivea ttiis wnTnuTiicfflicm ra arm. pteEe notfiy us infflediolely. 
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GAIN Development. Inc. 



'S' 



■■ (y/F /■^^ 



4 Norfh CcntraJ Av^^. * P.O. Box 1329 
Cut Barik, M T 59427 

(41)6) 873-2337 Phone 

(406)873^2241 Pax 

gain® poriheinfe] .net 



%/-^ 



%; 



^0 



Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
Richard Opper, Director 
P-0. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Dear Mr. Opper, 



■^"k ?M 



/^^n, 



'^00? 






Comment 178 



GAIN Development, Inc. would like to Inform you of our total support of llie Montana Alberta 
Tie Line GAIfJ is a development corporation made up of banks, utilities, local retail businesses, 
many professional people and oii and gas businesses. We represent the citizens of Cut Bank and 
the surrounding area. 



We believe that the tie line and the wind facility will benefit the entire area, not only Glacier 1''^°"'"'^ 
County but the surrounding counties as well. It will benefit Montana by providing energy created 
by wind generation. 



The construction of the tic line and any wind generation facilities thai are connected with it will 
provide many jobs, and will benefit the business communities all al ong the line^ Icommen: 



We encourage the Department of Environmental Quality to adopt the proposed action as the 
preferrrf routing alternati ve to t he project. p tttt-i 



We look forward to worWng mth you. 

Kkhy Mmpbell jj 
President 



RECEIVED 

DtQ 
DIREaOR'S OFFICE 



Response 178: Comment noted. 
Response 179: Comment noted. 
Response 180: Comment noted. 
Response 181: Comment noted. 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From: 
Posledl At: 
Conversation: 
Posted To: 

Subject: 



rjfshermtfrjfishermligbresnan.retl 
Monday. April 09. 2007 1 :33 PM 
Montana Alberta Tie Nne 
MATL 

Montana Alberta Tie line 



Richard Fislier 

301S Acacia Way 

Great Falls, I*iontana 59404-3652 

r}Eishennt®bresnan.net 

My comment is very simple and brief. 



If at all feasible, I would prefer ttie line be placed east of Interstate 15. 

I do imagine the reasons for the developer wanting the line to be placed as cloEe to the 
towns that could be served and where the wind farms may be located as users of the line. 
However, in the best of all alternatives, placing the line to the east keeps it on the 
opposite side from the landscape view of the Rocky Mountain Front for tourists and 
residents alike. We are blessed to have this majestic inspiration of this one-of-a-kind 
landscape, whenever possible, that view scape should be preserved. 

This is of further merit since Montana exports as much as 50% of the electrical power 
generated in the state. Thus, we should not sacrifice our greatest assets, our last beet 
place, to assuage the avarice of non-Montana cities and industries. Exporting Is 
important, but not to the sacrifice of and harm to our irreplaceable natural resources- 
The tourist business is of far more benefit and return on investment than the electrical 
generating business. 

Instead of the line following the wind farms, let the line placement attract the wind 
farms out of the view scape. 



Thank you, 
Richard Fisher 



Response 182: Comment noted. The three action alternatives 
would be located east of Interstate 15 on the southern portion 
of the project and remains almost 50 miles east of Glacier 
National Park in the north. The line would tend to attract 
wind farms in the Conrad and Cut Bank areas but not as far 
west as the Rocky Mountain Front. A rule of thumb is that 
an individual 150MW wind farm can typically afford to build 
only about 30 to 40 miles of interconnecting 230-kV 
transmission lines before the project becomes economically 
infeasible. With adequate wind resources close to the 
proposed line, it is most likely that wind farms would be 
close to the line rather than being built at a great distance 
from it. There are several other proposed interconnections 
with existing transmission lines between Great Falls and the 
border with Canada, as indicated in Chapter 4. All three 
action alternatives have been sited in a general southeast to 
northwest direction between Great Falls and Cut Bank and 
would be located east of Interstate 15 for part of their length 
(see mileage information below). All would cross Interstate 
15 with the proposed line present in foreground views, 
including views toward the Rocky Mountain Front 
approximately 40 miles to the west. With panoramic 
landscape views common throughout the study area, 
including views toward the Rocky Mountain Front, 
residences located east of Interstate 15 as well as tourists 
driving other highways and roads throughout the study area 
would have the transmission line present in many views. 
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Mileage information: Alternative 2 would have approxi- 
mately 53 miles of its total 130-mile length east of Interstate 
15 and would cross the interstate between Brady and 
Conrad. Alternative 3 would have approximately 50 miles of 
its total 122-mile length east of Interstate 15, crossing the 
interstate between Brady and Conrad. Alternative 4 would 
have approximately 73 miles of its total 140-mile length east 
of Interstate 15, crossing the interstate north of Conrad. 

Response 183: Comment noted. 
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jComment 183 



Please consider these written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 



^ S^ mt tY'jpnSfJ /O -H^ ^LUCr L'-l/e Ar'Mr' jLi.iii^ , 

-hs^ — thd31 IS- am /K6 cn^ H^i-^ // ^oudi/ .^Mf Aj/e^,/ 

S S'^^'O/i i L''vfX, ^ ly^/Z/ j, /^<r/ /'A ujj^-i- /&f^ A) gd) 



v/r^jr/ 



"OCyjilVffJ,- 



f y'Q/Uer- 






fW,) yiHr-. <i/ 7>, -rZr...J^ >^„ , 



Name y ravi's /'u/r.Hnf^ 



Address ^0 ?(V ^j/ 



City blJ-l-OAj 



.State /Vr Zip ^^^'J-? 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing. See back of sheet 
for more information on submitting commBnts after tfie fisaring. 



COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, 2007 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
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i^aroiyn uoratn 
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VED 



To: 

Fax: 

From; 

Phone-Fax: 

Date: 

Re: 



Montana Depaitment of Environmental Qualily ' ' •■• ■ t'ui 

406-444-43 86 PPfPlVED D£0 

Robert Sanders mi Witaa Sanders K C V K I V C tr "";' 

406-278-3100 ui«tTORSOF«a 

April 9, 2007 APR 9 200? 

Comments on MATL Impact 



We, Rflbert Sanders and Wibna Sanders, the under^iliSrnMl flvMSfPSi SecltonlS 2ffN 4W, 
Sections 30 and 31 29N 3W oppose the currBntly proposed Montana- Alberta Tie Ltd. 
transmission line ALT2 west of Conrad. We oppose this loule due to possible health risks and 
economic loss to farmers. IComnr 



In Section 30, the MATL ALT2 project would diaeonallv cross 80 acres of cjopland belonging 
to Robert and nearly SO acres of cropland belonging to Wilma. These fields have been flood 
irrigated in the past and should an owner possess water shares could be iiiigated again. However, 
a Uansaiission line crossing this land will make flood irrieali ng extremelY ijifficnlt or irrigatinE 
bv mechanical means , yiftuall'y imp ngaihlfi. There will be increased expense in crop production, 
lowered crop y i eld, aad lowered land value on these fields. 

The MATL Alt 2 proposed route alBoT»rders a240-acre parcel in Section 31 owned by Wiima, 



Response 184: Comments noted. In response to this comment 
the agencies' staff worked with the Sanders and developed a 
small realignment that would locate structures on range and 
pasturelands and along field boundaries. 

Response 185: Health concerns are addressed in Section 3.4 and 

4.5. 

Response 186: Comment noted. 

Response 187: Comment noted. See response to comment 184. 

Response 188: See response to comment 184. 



Already there is a 1 1 5 kV power line with double poles crossing a 1 S4-acre crop field in this |ComiTient 135 
parcel. The proposed 230kV transmission line added to the present line leads to health concerns, i 

At the time this project was presented by MAIL 's agent, Deiores J. Oakland, both of us (Robert" 
and "Wilma) signed the right-of-way agreements out of fear of eminent dosnsjn. There were no 
altsmate mules presented to ns at the time of our discussion with Ms. Oakland. We also did not 
realize that adjustments miahl be possible for the line to be moved to wheie it would follow 17; — r^^^^ 

,. , ,. ., , , „ , , Comment IS6 

property lines and not oiagooaliy cross through excellent cropland, 1 



We would strongly encourage the Conrad Realignment Segment C2 found on page 3 of |Connmentia7 
Appendix A of the March 2007 Draft Environments! Statement for the MATL Transmission 
Line. This Realignment would avoid diagonally crossing much valuable farmland property. We 
^TO^l]d gladly reftuid any payments made us to date if this Conrad RealigDajeivt C2 route is 
chosen. 



If the MATL Al! 2 route west of Conrad is chosen over the Conrad Realignment Segment C2 
alternative route, we request that the transmission line be plaeed on section or property lines, not 
diagonally across our or anyone else's similar cropland. We finther request that single poles be 
used wherever the line crosses or borders our cultivated land. 
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Signed .^i^C^^'-f- '- ^ ij^-d-eu^^A^i^^ 
Robert E. Sanders 

Signed Vr.lLm^j 7h (J ^mJU.^, 
Wilma M. Sander^' 



Date 4- ^- Jio7 



Date 



y/ ^/r ?7 
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Response 189: Comment noted. 



Hallsten, Greg 



From; Briggs, Joe Obriggs@co.cascade ml.us] 

Posted At: Monday. April 09, 2007 12:40 PM 

Conversation: Commenls on the proposed MATL power line from Great Fails to Lettibridge 

Posted To; lllATL 

Subject: Commenls on ttie proposed MATL power iine from Great Falls lo Lettibridge 



Response 190: Comment noted. Alternative 4 remains on the 
north side of WAPA's Great Falls to Conrad 230-kV 
transmission line in this area and as a consequence crosses 
subdivided land. See responses to comments 37, 64, and 66. 



Mr. Greg Halislen. 

Sir, on behalf of the Cascade County Commissirin, I would lilie to offer the following commenls 
regarding the MATL power iine. 1= r 



We remain convinced that the deveiopment of this line Is a critical element in the development of wind 
energy resources throughout Norlti Central Idontana and are very supportive of both the process whicti 
has been utilized and of the construction of Itie iine itself. 



As we have reviewed the proposed routing, we do have one concern wtiich we would lli<e to bring to 
your attention. In addition lo tlie deveiopment of wind energy, we have also been working lo attract value 
added agricuiturai to the area North of Great Pals. Currently, the malting plant is the only plant in 
operation, but a second valued added plant is In the permitting and zoning process phase. This new 
plant v*ouid occupy three parcels of land currently owned by Duane L Vick which lie directly North of the 
rail spur. 

As piaposed, alternative #4 cuts across the North East corner of the Eastern most of these three lots. If 
ailernallve # 4 is uitimateiy deemed the best route, it is critical to the success of this new venture that the 
impact on their three lots be minimized. We would ask that the line be kept as far East on ttieir property 
as is possible so as to not disrupt their operations. As currently shown on the maps provided, the Ukll 
line would be located North and East of the existing transmission lines. This configuration does not 
represent an Issue to the new plant, but relocating the line to the South and West of the existing 
transmission lines would likeiy destroy Itie viability of the project 



Tlianii you for yourworl< on this project and your attention to this concern. 



CommentlSO 
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Response 191: Comment noted. 

Response 192: Section 3.13 has been revised in response to 
comments and describes ranges of costs to farm around 
single pole and H-frame structures. The additional costs of 
maintaining equipment that collides with a structure has not 
been included because no information is available on the 
frequency or extent of damage to equipment. However, the 
agencies recognize that damage does occur. 

Response 193: Comment noted. Locating the line along section 
lines and property lines would add substantially to the cost 
of the line due to the extra angle structures and added 
length. In addition locating along section lines would 
increase the chances that the line would be located close to 
residences since many of the rural residences are located 
near county roads which in many cases run along section 
lines. In farmland, extra angles in the line would increase the 
difficulty of aerial spraying near the corners of the line. 
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April 5, 2007 

DEQ Director's Office 
Attn Greg Hallsten 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, Mt 59462 

Dear Sir, 



As my family has listened and watched the continuing drama of this power 
line, it has become clear to us that it is going through. This ma be of huge 
economic benefit for the counties and a few others, but seen through the 
eyes of the farmer and rancher, it one more assault on their private land 
ownership rights. If someone is going to go traipsing across their 
property, landowners should be paid top dollar for the co nstant aggravation . 
and compromises that must be made in their daily lives." It is not to their 



oenefit to have H frames set up on their property plus going across |commenti92 
diagonally is an insult. So what if it costs more to put up mono-poles, the 
cost to the farmer if he hits it with one piece of equipment is lots of dollars 
that will not be recouped. Time and maintenance on the equipment and 
the hassle should be quantified in the payment as well. The mono-pole 
must be the type of power pole installed and it is also necessary to put it 
along section or property lines in ALL lands that are farmed . 

We are grateful that in the end the power line will not be going through our 
property as it was first proposed, but cannot stop from objecting to the 
abuse our neighbors will have to put up on their property and possibly their 
equipment, if the changes above are not made mandatory prior to the DEQ 
allowi ng t he power line to proceed. 



Comment 193 






Sincerely, 

Karen and Dick Miller 

P.O. Box 821 

Cut Bank, Mt 59427 



DECEIVED 

'i'>}' 9 ICQ? 
>IR£aORS OFFICE 
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Hatlsten, Greg 



From: Joan Birch [blLiejayb@centric.nel] 

Posted At: Tuesday. April 10, 2007 2:36 AM 
ConvBrsatior>: Response to EIS for MATL 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: Response to EIS for MATL 

Joan Birchi 
1101 Howell St. 
Missoula, MI S9801 
email: blLie;ayl]@centrlc.net 

April S, 2007 

Dear Mr. Haltsten, 

I have learned of particular proposals In the EIS regarding transmission lines tliat would conduct 
electricity generated by wind farms in Montana to )ilaces in need of that liind of energy. 



jCorrment 194 



These are some of my concerns: 

There is talk of the transmission lines, but little Is said of the huge wind farms with 400 ft. high wind 
turbines. 

There needs to be a compr«hensiv8 study of how migratory birds and other wildlife would be affected 
by these turbines and the wry large area they cover (20,000 acres, for instance}. That must be done 
BEFORE plans to construct the turbines Is begun. 

The electricity generated by this wind technology is said to be a "green" method of 
providing electrical power to large regions. ..most outside of the state of Montana. 
It is my understanding that it must be a steady and 1 00% reliable source of electric power.. .but that there 
must also be an ancillary source, or sources, that can be used when there's little or no wind. Using coal- 
flred plants as the ancillary source certainly cancels out the claim that the wind-technology would be 
"green"! If diesei-powered generators are a possibility, then that should be used. Maybe MATL could use 
its persuasive powers to speed up the research now underway to make coal burning much, much cleaner 
than it has been so far. Without an adequate reduction of the serious pollution coming from coal-fired 
plants, they should not be used at all. 

Montanans must have a voice in putting together regulations and guidelines for piacino and |rnmm»ni hk 
constructing the wind farms. H-omment lift 



If we are to succeed in this venture, there is crucial groundwork that must be done in order for it to be 
done well, and responsibly, ar>d for the general good, 

We need to learn from the wind farms in California and Europe, for instance, what mistakes they have 
made, and what the state of the art is in the technology involved and the guidelines that must be followed 
for the good of everyone. Othenirise millions of people will have electrical power from a new source, hut 
that benefit could easily be overshadowed by the harm that could be done. Would it in truth be a benefit, 
or would it do more harm than good to the millions of people who believe this proposal will benefit them'? 

I believe that it you act to take into account some of the criticisms thai have come your way, and if you 
make a concerted and thorough-going effort to learn from the mistalies and progress experienced by 
wind farms already in existence elsewhere, it is indeed quite possible that you will help steer us in the 
direction of dsvelopping a significant new source of Bnergy...not Just here, but in other countries 



Comment 196 



With best wishes for the success of a venture that you, and millions of people worldwide, can be proud of 
and grateful for, 



Response 194a: Responsibility for enforcing the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act relative to bird mortality caused by wind turbines 
falls to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The agencies 
would encourage that preplanning studies of avian use be 
conducted prior to designing a wind farm to the extent that 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recommends that such 
studies be conducted. 

Response 194b: The market for transmission of power in 
Montana is designed around an hour to hour bidding 
process. If a wind farm operator contracts with a 
transmission service provider to transmit electricity to 
consumers, the wind farm operator will contractually 
arrange for a specified amount of power to be transmitted 
over a line for a one-hour period. The consumers will 
purchase and use this amount of power. In order to meet 
reliability standards the transmission system operator must 
balance the amount of power being generated and added to 
the transmission system with the amount of power that is 
being consumed and removed from the system. If the wind 
should suddenly drop and the wind farm cannot fulfill its 
contract obligation to deliver a specified amount of power 
within an hour, then the transmission system operator either 
has to add more power from other sources to the 
transmission system on short notice or risk upsetting the 
balance of power production and consumption. If the 
transmission system gets too far out of balance, then 
brownouts or blackouts are a possibility. The transmission 
system operator can also face monetary penalties from the 
Western Electricity Coordinating Council for not maintaining 
the proper balance. Therefore the system relies on standby 
generation (regulating reserves) to quickly make up or fill in 
for these shortfalls. Typically hydropower and gas-fired 
generation can ramp up quickly to fill in. Traditionally, coal- 
fired generation plants can be used but only to a limited 
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degree because it takes them longer to increase generation. 
Coal-fired plants are more often used to provide a solid, 
steady, longer term base of generation rather than 
responding very quickly to short term shortfalls. However 
the agencies understand that some developers are 
investigating the possibility of converting coal to a synthetic 
diesel fuel and using this fuel in conventional diesel 
generators to increase generation when the wind drops. The 
hydropower and gas-fired generation that are typically used 
for regulating reserves are 'greener' than coal generation. 



Response 196: Comment noted. While generation plants greater 
than 50 MW in size were once regulated under the Major 
Facility Siting Act, the legislature removed requirements for 
siting approval for most types of generation facilities, 
including wind farms. Thus the legislative direction given 
DEQ is not to be involved with regulating the siting of such 
generation installations. 



The agencies understand that before MATL would 
interconnect with Northwestern Energy's transmission 
system at Great Falls, MATL would have completed 
contractual arrangements with each of the wind farms the 
MATL line would serve, requiring the shippers (wind farms) 
to guarantee that they have access to and would provide the 
additional standby-generation needed for their individual 
wind farms. The sources of these regulating reserves would 
be up to the shippers. 

See responses to comments 20 and 22. Electricity generated 
by other means than wind turbines could be transmitted on 
the MATL line, especially when there is a need to stabilize 
the flow of electricity in the system. The agencies cannot 
specify what sources of electricity can use the line. 
Comprehensive studies of the type suggested by the 
commenter are outside the scope of the EIS. 

Response 195: Comment noted. The agencies do not have 
regulatory oversight for the siting of wind farms, therefore 
the agencies would not be involved in putting together 
regulations and guidelines for placing or constructing wind 
farms. 
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Hello Five Valleys Audubon Members, 

Thanks for letting me speak this evening. Here is the letter 1 sent to Jim and Larry earlier this weefc. 

My name is Jessie Sherburne 1 have been doing a lot of research lately on raptors and wind farms and 
I want to encourage everyone to take advantage of the public commcni pcrioJ that is o|icn until April 9 
on the Environmental Impact Statement on the MATL (Montana Alberta Transmission Line.) Please 
read the public comment letter from Gene Sentz, a Choteau resident, as well as the president of the 
Friend of the Rocky Mountain Front, that I am attaching at the end of this e-mail. It is very well 
written and worth reading. It profiles some very strong reasons why tlie MATL line may not be the 
best choice for Montana or Montanans. 

Some things to think about: 
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The EIS on MATL only covers the tra israission line. It says nothing about the huge proposed 

industrial \\ind farms limt will border Ihc ] IComrr 

tr ansinission line as soon as it i;oes in. We need to call for a cumulaiive impacts siaicmcnl outlining 



all of the risks to migratory birds and other wildlilb posed by tbc Iransmissioii line and the wind 
farms. 



More information on future impacts due lo addilioiial windiarms need to be made public before Ibis 
MATL Ime goes through. The wind devebppers are being very vague on the size and location of these 
wind farms. Some have been proposed to cover 20,000 acres and have as many as 350 turbines that are 
each -400 feet tal 1 , |comment199 I 



Bjdusirial wind power requires an ancillary source of power that is constantly operating to pick up the 
slack when the wind ceases to blow. This ancillary source could be anything from a coal-tl re plant to 
a diescl generator. In order for the ancillary source to be able to start up at a 5-1 5 minute notice, it 
iieeds to be iianun g 1 00 % of the time. This doesn't sound Uk e a green sounx torne^ 



Comment 200 



ft wouIdaisoTie helpful if Montai;a adopted voluntary guidelines tliat woijld regulate wind farms such 
as the voltmtai-y iiiteiim guidelines released by the US Fish and Wildlife ir\icejn_2JJJ13 called |Commflnt aoi " 
Guidelines to Avoid and Minimize Wildliie Irnjacts from Wind TiirbinesJ Right now in MontanaTTTa 
windf atin is constructed on private land, all the wind companies need is to gel approval from the Icommern 202 
landowner to begin construction. If a wind farm is constructed on state land, they have to perform an 
Environmental toipact Statement and if that is approved then they are given die go ahead by the state. 
Other states, li ke California a re already in ihc process of adopting \'oluntary guiriclines. Montana I 
EfiuM.JOo! |Comraent203 j ' 



ICommant 204 

Voluntary guidelines would allow Montanans to have a voice in what happens at these wind farm 
sues. Guidelines could require wind farm site supervisors to perform extensive pre and post surveying 
to detemine actual impacts on migratory bird populations. The pre suneyirig woidd indicate if an area 
15 a potential flway, endangered species breeding area or important bird area bcfoic a wind farm is 
installed . This is a necessary step to prevent making the same mistakes (like Allamonl Pass) again. 
Post construction surveying would indicate if a wind farm is placed in a good spot with low bird/bat 
mortality or a bad spot with high bird/ bat mortality. There are a few standard survcv methods that 
couki be adopted by wind larnis (see above mentioned guidelines released by US Fish and Wildhfe 
Service 2003) so that their mortality data could be compared to other sites statewide, or to other sites 
in other states. 



Response 197: See the responses to comments 20 and 29 and 
Chapter 4. 

Response 198: See the responses to comments 20 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 199: See responses to comments 20, 22, 29 and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 200: See response to comment 194. 

Response 201: With other voluntary guidelines such as those 
developed by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in place and no 
legislative direction to be involved with regulating siting and 
design of wind farms, the agencies have no role in 
developing guidelines for wind farms. See response to 
comment 196 for a discussion of legislative direction and 
related comment 240. The desire for development of 
guidelines for development of wind farms has been referred 
to Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Montana's wildlife 
management agency. 

Response 202: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for a list of potential permits and regulatory 
approvals. If a state permit or approval is required, then the 
permitting agency has the responsibility to review the project 
under the Montana Environmental Policy Act. This review 
may take the form of an environmental assessment if there is 
no potential for significant adverse impacts or an 
environmental impact statement if the agency finds there are 
potentially significant adverse impacts. If no permits are 
required, then there would be no environmental review. 
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Response 203: Comment noted. Refer to the response to 
comment 201 as well. 

Response 204: By their very nature guidelines are 

recommendations that others can voluntarily adopt. 
Guidelines cannot require anybody to do anything. The 
comments correctly indicate that guidelines have been 
developed relative to pre-planning studies of bird 
populations and their movements in the vicinity of wind 
farms. Voluntary guidelines could be developed by agencies 
with some mission or authority on a topic, for example 
wildlife guidelines by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks or 
siting on state land by the Department of Natural Resources 
and Conservation. DEQ does not have this responsibility, so 
probably would not be involved with guideline development 
unless directed by the Governor's office. Another set of 
voluntary guidelines would not guarantee that the public has 
any role. 
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Having white si robe li^lils installed on the tops of mrbines rather than red blinking lights has been 
shown in some places Id reduce bird fatalitie s. This co uld also be a volunlarj' guideline. Icomment 206 



These are all options that would make wind farms in Montana more bird friendly and envitomnentiilly 
conscious. Wind power is not a new technology. It has been in existence for 15-20 years in many 
counhries in Europe. Now is the time to use methods that have been found to work to make this the 
safest and most consciencious choice for Montana. Due lo Ihc urgency thai « ind lamis seem to be 
being pushed thraiigii lo completion, i nm douliiful that any oi' these prcvioiKsly mentioned guidelines 
are being considered. The people in charge of MATL and this EIS need to hear this from us. Please 
write in and tnakc yotir voice heind. 



Comment 206 



Written comment.'; can me sejit to Montana Dcpartmenf of Envifonmontat Quality. Diicctors CJfTice. 
POBox 200901, Helena, MT .W620-0W!, Attn: Gret; Hallsten. Comments can also be e-mailed 
MATL.@)iit,6ov . 

Thanks, 

Jessie 

Contact me if you have any questions; jshcrbggmail.cpm (406)-250-73S0. 

March 1 8, 2007 

Mr. Richard Opper, Director, Dept of Environmental Quality, PO Box 200901 , Helena, MT 59620-0901 
rop[ier@mt^Sgv 

t3ear Mr. Opper: 

Here is a public comment letierT sent yestereiay to DEQ. I just wanted you. as DEQ director, to be aware that 
there are a growing number of people who iiave serious questions as lo the speed ai which this proposed MATL 
project is progressing. There seem lo be a number of serious questions to be answered and eddiliorlBl sludies 
thai should be done before DEQ approves this project I riope you will take these comments into consideration 
Thank you. 



Comment 207 



Response 205: Comment noted. 

Response 206: Comment noted. Naturener USA (formerly Great 
Plains Wind and Energy), one of the firms with 
interconnection agreements with MATL, has indicated to the 
agencies that some pre-construction avian studies have been 
completed where it is planning to build a wind farm. 
Invenergy plans to complete necessary avian studies when 
its projects are further along. Wind Hunter's intentions are 
unknown. 

Response 207: Comment noted. 

Response 208: See responses to comments 28 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 



Best regards. 



Gene Sentz, Choteau, MT 59422-0763 fri endsfi!3ri ve rs. net 
March 17, 2007 

To: Mr. Tom Ring and Mr, Gres Hallsten, et at, Montana Dept of Environmenlal Quality, PO Box 200901 
Helena, Montana 59620-0901 

trin qigimt.flov : qhallsteniSm t.oQK MATLt amtgov 

Dear Mr. Ring and li/lr. Hallsten, etal 

Please include in tfie public record these comments with regard to the proposed MATL transmlsslonjina^ 



Comment 208 



The more I've thought about, and tried to picture, the proposed MATL line from Great Falls to Lethbndge, the 
more concern I have about exactly vfhere inajoi- large-scale highly-visible wind farms would be sited along that 
line, how far away they might be west-and-east of such a line, and what cumulative effects especially lo me 
viewsheds of the Rocky Mountain Front, the Sweelgrass Hills. Glacier Pari<, and to other special areas like the 
Lewis 8 Clark fighl Site. Camp Disappointment, the Baker Massacre site, etc, and to the wonderful vi/ide-open 
praines of the Great Plains that this major transmission line and potentially 400 or more of those 300-foot-tall 
wind turbines would have on these landscapes, which overall have changed very little from two centuries ago 
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when Meriwethef Lewis, George Diouillafd, and Joseph & Reuben Fields were the first wliite men lo see ttiem. 



Comment 208 
(ContiTLjed^ 

On a clear day Irj this Big Sky Country of Charlie Russell, one can see a hundred miles in 
nearly every dtrection. From any of the high buttes one climbs from the plains, or from the 
eastern foothills & peaks of Glacier Park and the Rocky Mountain Front or from the 
Sweetgrass Hills, this form of major industrial development (i.e. large-scale wind 
farms) would be visible for miles and miles and therefore would have a very major |c°"i™nt209 
visual impact on what is now relatively wide-open uncluttered scenery. This large-scale 
developmert proposal would have a huge potential impacl on norlhcentral Montana's open landscapes adjacent! 
to and inc luding the world-renowned Crown of the Continent ecosystem. 



Cornment 210 



It might seem ironic for environmentalists or conservationists to question any sort of "green" renewaljle energy, 
bul the scale of this proposed wind development boggles one's imagination; and we should all be asking some' 
hard questions about the overall wisdom of It; i e. who specifically is thrs going !o benetilthe most? And wfiat 
are some of the real neg ative impacts ii miiih! have? If Ihese huge wind farms are constructed, they're going tol 
be there for lifetimes. |comment211 I 1 



Since Montana already produces tvfice as mucTi electric power as Montanans consume, how much of our 
state's wide-open spaces do tulontanans really want to sacrifice for additional electricity to export out-of-state to 
keep the bright iigtils of Hollywood and Vegas burning? "Afhat about energy conservation as a first priority 
rather than additional energy production? As a second priority how about iocal-decentralized smali-scale wind 
and solar developments rather than huge development? Why assume that bigger is better? For n atinnal 
security precautions, it is obvious ttiat decentralized energy development is safer. |C(!rnmeni2i2 



The wind farms that have developed near Pincher Creek. Alberta, definitely are an eyeful, l^umerous people 
have commented on the visual impact those large turbines have on the viewshed of that part of the Canadian 
Rockres. We may not know how Alberta Is dealing with this, but it looks like they have not done much 
comprehehsive planning. Is rjlontana d estined for haph azard development that may not be in the best interest of 
our citizens and our landscapes? |Comtnent213 i 



I and others strongly urge that DEQ re<)uire a much more detailed, comprehensive environmental ir kped 

statement uvhid-i shows not only where the MATt. transmission line might be routed bul which also shows exact 
locations for proposed wind farms and specifies how many lurtines would be in each setting and the cumulative 
effects, etc, of all Uiis proposed development. Such a plan should analyze In detail these cumuiatlve effects so 
that the overall visual (and avjarj;) Impacts are within reason, at least for any planned transmission lines end 
wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 1 5. The current MATL EIS does not adequately meet those standards Let's 
not tolerate haphazard development across some of (Montana's and North America's most scenic vistas 



Now is the appropriate time for the public to demand a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities 
siling plan for such proposed and potential developments. It would seem best for that plan to be 
incorporated as part of the liflATL EIS, Or. if done separately, 11 should be completed concurrently with the 
MATL EIS and approved before any construction beglris on the proposed MATL line If this project goes 
forward, please lei's make sure it's done in the best Interests of all l«ontanans, with all the foresight it deserves 



Thank you for this opportunity to submit public commenL 

Respectfulfy, 

Gene Sentz, Choteau, Montana 59422-0763 



Comment215 



friends@3rivers.net 



Response 209: Comment noted. See responses to comments 20, 
28, and 29 and the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for more information. 

Response 210: Electricity generated and/ or transmitted as a 
result of MATL's proposed line would be sold on the open 
power market, and not necessarily sold to Montana 
customers. The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 

Response 211: The opinion on the lifespan of wind turbines is 
noted. See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4 and responses to comments 20 and 28. 

Response 212: Under the Major Facility Siting Act, DEQ must 
respond to proposals that come under its regulatory 
authority including major transmission lines and pipelines. 
If DEQ finds and determines that a proposed facility as 
proposed or as modified, or an alternative, meets the 
requirements of the Act, it must be approved. Permitting 
authority over most electricity generation facilities, including 
wind farms, is no longer covered by the Act, at the direction 
of the legislature. The electricity generation capacity of 
present or future energy developments is outside DEQ's 
legal jurisdiction or control. Also see response to comment 
97. 
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Response 213: The agencies have no regulatory oversight over 
wind farm siting. It is possible that few if any state permits 
would be necessary if a project were proposed on private 
land with no stream or wetland crossings or encroachments. 
Persons interested in preventing haphazard development of 
wind farms would need to make their concerns known to 
developers as wind farms are sited and planned. 

Response 214: See responses to comments 20, 22, and 213. 

Response 215: See the revised discussion cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4. 
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Comment 2t7 



|ComiTient218 



Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance 
P.O. Box 181 

East Glacier Park, MT 59434 
April 2, 2007 

Mr. Greg Hallsteji 

Director's Office 

Montana Department of Enviroiunciital Quality 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Dear Mr, Hallslen: 

Please include the following comments in the official comment record for the Drail 
Environmental Impact Stateinent for Montana- Alberta Tie Ltl's 230-kV Transmission 
Line Project. 

Our organization represents people who are concerned with environmental issues on 
public and private lands that adjoin Glacier National Park and the Rocky Mountain Front 
part of the Lewis and Clark National Forest, We appreciate the opportunity to comment 
on this matter. In general, we support the use of innovative renewable energy sources 
such as wind-power. However, we have concerns about the proposed transmission hue in 
question. 

We are concerned about this proj ect for the following reasons: 

1 . The Environmental hnpact Statement doesn't go far enough to address tlie far- 

ranging future effects of this transmission line. It is a given that future wind 

'"'^^^ I power and coal-ftred power plants will be developed as a result of tliis powerUne. 
Considenng the environmental effects solely for the transmission line is 
analogous to considenng the effects of a logging access road without considering 
the effects of the timber it will lead to harvesting We feel that the transmission 
line and its associated power development should be considered together in this 
doctmient 



Montana's Rocky Mountain Front and associated foothills offer world-class 
I scenery and serve as the basis for a healthy tourist industry. Uncontrolled 
development of wind famis, powerlincs and coal-fired generating plants would 
degrade this priceless resource. 

II is known that the Rocky Mountain Front and associated foothills serve as a 
, migratory corridor for raptors migrating in the spring and fall, h also serves to 
J funnel waterfowl such as snow geese and timdra swans and songbirds migrating 
along the Front. Great improvement has been made in the design of wind turbines 
to make them less hazardous for birds of all kinds. However, they still account 
for bird mortality. This danger should also be assessed in the EIS. 



Response 216: It is likely that wind farms would be developed 
as a result of the proposed transmission line since three wind 
energy companies currently hold capacity agreements with 
MATL. Because of these contracts for transmission line 
capacity with MATL, the agencies believe that some wind 
farms are likely to be built over the next two years, though 
few details are available. Wind farms do not come under the 
agencies' regulatory authority. These proposed wind farms 
would account for all of the firm capacity on the proposed 
line. Consequently, it is speculative to say that new coal- 
fired plants would be developed that would be dependent 
on a line where they do not have firm contractual rights to 
move the power from the plants to markets. There is one 
coal plant proposed in the MATL area, but it was not 
proposed because of the MATL project. There is no 
indication that other electricity generation will be stimulated 
by the MATL project. See the revised discussions of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 and responses to comments 
20, 22, and 212. 

Response 217: Comment noted. See response to comment 216 
above relative to the development of coal-fired generation 
plants. 

Response 218: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 
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^ The siting of towers and poweqjolcs should be done in a way that has the least 

[Comment 21 9~| impaci on farming activities. It appears, judging from the opinion ofmany of the 
landowners at the Great Falls meeting that this could be done better, 

5. Since it is acknowledged that Montana is already is already producing enough 
|Comnient220 I P™'^'^ f^r its inhabitants, it is questionable as to whether this project is for the 



Response 219: Comment noted. 

Response 220: The benefits and cost of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 



public good or solely for the profit of private industry. 

Thank yon for the opportimity to comment on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Louis Bruno, President 
Glacier-Two Medicine Alliance 
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GLACIER COUNTY 



COMMISSrONERS 



Q 512 tot Main 
Q Cut Sank, Monuna 59427 
□ (406) 873-5063 
0(406)873-2125 FAX 



TT 



n- 



April 7tli, 2007 

Montana Depariment of Environmental Quality 
Director's Office 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Richard H. Upper, Director 

Dear Mr. Opper; 



John W. Ray, 
Chairman, Eiir. 3602 

Michael J. DesRosler, 
Vkf-Chaimian, Ext. 3603 
Ron R. Rides At Th^ Door, 

Member, Ext. 3601 
Recording Desk, Exi. 3606 



tiCElVED 

kPR i Kd? 
omtaon's office 



Response 221: Comment noted. 
Response 222: Comment noted. 
Response 223: Comment noted. 



Economic development is crncial for the State of Montana and especially lho.se of us east 
of the divide and along the U.S. Highway 2 corridor. As a rural county we have veiy few 
primari,' options tor economic stimulus and this project has the potential to spring board 
our county into other developing opportunities- 

The MATL project and the accompanying wind farms would have a positive impact on 
our county in a variety of ways. A project such as this one would have a positive impact 
on our overall taxable valuation which would increase the value of each levied mill The 
projected maintenance crews for the MATL and the corresponding wind farms will 
attract new families to the area. 



As you can see this project is very imponant to all of our county community members. IComment 222 



With such a great potential impact to the surrounding communifics we are very hopeful 
that this project will begin very soon. However, since we also represent many who would 
be tiircctly impacted by the project itself, we wouW also request that the utmost 
consideration be given to those who own the land where these projects will pass through 
and reside. Farmers will certainly lose some of their productive grounci and vicv,-s will be 
obscured. 



We are very hopeful the MATL project will he completed and the wind generation 1^°"""^"' 2^^ 



facilities will also bmlf We are confident both projects can be completed with minimal 
impact on the environment and residents alike. We encourage the Department of 
Environmental Quality to adopt, as quickly as possible, the "Proposed Action" approach 
as the preferred routing alternative to the project. 



Sincerely, 



Glacier County Commissioners //^ 
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April 8, 2007 
3015 Acacia Way 
Great Falls, MT 



Greg Hallsten 

Dept of Environmental Quality 

Box 20090 1 

Helena. MT 59620 



Comment 224 



The Great Falls Tribune had a map of the proposed Alberta power line. I think the line 
should be on the east side of Interstate 15. The niotto of the state is "Big Sky." We will 
have to change it to "little sky," if we have an obstructed view of the Roeky Mountains. 



Response 224: Comment noted. All of the alternatives carried 
forward for detailed consideration remain on the east side of 
Interstate 15 from Great Falls to just north of Brady. 
Alternative 4 would cross to the west side of the interstate 
about 11 miles north of alternatives 2 and 3. All the 
alternatives have to cross to the west side of the interstate to 
reach the proposed border crossing. With respect to visual 
impacts, see response to comment 182. Although both the 
transmission line and wind turbines would introduce strong 
linear elements into viewed landscapes, is unlikely these 
structures would conceal or hide surrounding mountain 
ranges. 



Sinccrclv. 



C^^^PCi-^^.^^ 



Joanne Fisher 



IcECEiVED 

APR 1 2CG7 

DEO 

niscaoR's offici 
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Hallsten, Greg 



fiom: drexler@nla9.umt.eiiu 

Posted At: Tuesday, Apnl 1 0. 2007 1 1 :38 AM 

Conversation: wind farms & transmission iine MATL EIS 

Posted To; MATL 

Subject: wind farms & transmission line MATL EIS. 



Response 225: Thank you for your opinion. See the revised 
discussions of cumulative impacts in Section4.1. 

Response 226: See the revised discussions of cumulative impacts 
in response to comment 24 and in Chapter 4. 



Mr. Greg Hallsten, Director's office, Montana Espiirtraent of Environmental Quality 
Please accept these contents on the proposed wind farm t traaairlaaloii line HAT: 



TIj; 



Comment 225 



IndustS^l LX ^™=^™= 1!' tl>at Montana's rural landscapes are not transformed into 

induatrial-style energy production lands for wind, oil & gas and coal. The cumulative 

rural :.,^^ tri^T^'" r"" ''""3 '° """^ *"'^"=' "°"" "- ^°"-" changiTto the 
IZ:IZ''T„'. f "™""": '_!^!.""^J""'^J- '^'-^ .=crific=d and attackla all over 



aZldJ^^t'hLp fT'" ="PP°'^\"'i = ' The rural areas don't iiave the "large^populatl, 
ahouldn t have to pay the price to support overconsumptive populaces alsa^here 



our 
and 



r-asTc aat befbre the MATL line Is approved, DEQ and DOE should complete a broad 
llllZ, P^a"^™'""^^ =" '=1'" addre.saa all aspects ot wind farn, i transmlLion aS other 
sSouldn t hi°r'"? ^-^ /"f-^-":"! "^'■tana, including general areas that should or 
haSltf? fr,Ltlrlr° ' -«3-'==^,P"i'^=tions ot overall cumulative impacts ™ch as 
habitat fragmentation; economic disadvantagEs £or Montanans compared to benefits to 
SJSiatio^-^f'^f rr"*"^ corporations,, private property rights s eminent d™in1 
devaluation of neighboring property,- qui delipas s stipulations for the long-term t 
regulatory oversight; etc. |Comment22e I ^ 



T3Eu should guarantee full public partlclpatio 



future wind farms and transmission lines. For example, let's teep proposed industrial 



in siting decisions for locating all 

boale Wind farms and tra„smission-li;eTne;rinte":S;ate'H^%?'Sef l^Ssf oflhf RocJ; 
wountam Front, to protect the viewshe d ot some of the most spectacular undeveloped^ 
scenery in North .America.. |Commenl227 I f macular un aavelopeo | 



Response 227: Because the Montana legislature has removed 
DEQ's regulatory authority over the siting of most types of 
generation facilities, including wind farms, unless wind farm 
developers provide a public involvement process in their site 
selection or unless the wind farms would be located on 
public land, members of the public are not likely to have 
much input in wind farm location. See response to comment 
23. Your comment on the location of wind farms is noted. 

Response 228: Comment noted. 



Once built, theae structurea are going to be there for lifetimes 

le local farmer nnnun^nl-t./l =t- i-V.^ ^>^\.i i - i '„. „_ . ,. . . 



ICommert 228 



»„ r. 1 -r ; ' ^u^i^....uLCH die going to De tflere for lifetimes. I I 



David Mildrexler 
PO Box 7634 
MisBOula, HT 59S07 
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Montana-Alberta Tse Ltd. 
230-l<V Transmission Line Proiect 

Please consider Itiese written comments on Ifie Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 
iTi^rf: )f a 3,/ ,u.^ p/cj- ^-f l^.J 

IkL /lit 1 i€ T^ ^J^ic /^ u.f //,^ U^J a-j 

li' .Hcrnf ,<"/ oyi /" . -X^ 'f^iit i^j^- a /J ^rt „ /; , -TA ^ S.f 



HComment 229 



Response 229: Where Alternative 3 passes next to this parcel, it 
would parallel the existing Northwestern Energy Great Falls 
to Cut Bank 115-kV line. Neither the existing line nor the 
proposed line would preclude use of the 3.8 acres for a future 
home site. If a residence were present on this parcel, it 
would have Alternative 3 visible in the immediate 
foreground (within V4 mile), similar to 34 existing residences 
along Alternative 3. 



Name Alt-' ffJ^. M U 'Ih^ L 



Address J.yj>/ X///..^.r X/V.. fFJ ^ 

City //rf/^A State Ml Zip rfKf/ 



Comments may be submitted orally or in writing at the public tiearing. See back ofsheel 
for more information on submitting comments after fte liearing. 



COIMIWENT DEADLINE APRIL 9, Z007 
Montana Department of Environmental QuaNty 



RECSiVED 

hPR i 2CC7 

DEO 
ncDCf^na'c ncEirc 
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City officials are op against tough new state iams and self-imposed deadlines lo replece highly polluting coal- 
fired power with renewable energy produced by geothermal, wind and solar generators in tlie Emperial Valley. 
the Tetiaciiapi f^oujifains in Kern County and elsewhere 

Vlilaraigosa did not return calls for comment. DWP commission President David Nahai pnsisted that no final 
decisions on a route had been made. 

'This project is very moch environmentally at Its beginning stages," Nahai said. 

The anger over the proposed route underscores ctialtenges nationwide over how to ship wind, sun and steam 
power from remote rural reaches to booming urban centers 

■People do not like the way power lines look," said George Douglas, spokesman lor the National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory, the research arm of the U.S. Department of Energy. 

He said vast amounts of renewable resources exist across ttie country. Enough wind turbines couid be built 
in North Dakota to power Chicago. One hundred square miles of desert solar panels in California, Nevada or 
New Mexico could power most of the United States 

But, Douglas said, "the chances ifs going to happen are £ero, because nobody's going to build the 
transmission lines They're great big things that cost a lot of money, and people don't tike them. They are 
unsigtrtiy — there's no two ways about it — and when you build them, they definitely disturb the land." 

In Los Angeles, Viliaraigosa said last year that he wanted to make the sprawling metropolis "the greenest city 
and cleanest city in America" and was pushing aggressively for 20% of the city's power to be renewable by 
2010. Officials also chose not lo renew a contract with a Utah coal plaol that provides more than 40% of the 
city's power. That pact wiil enpire in 2023, 

The proposed Green Path is a key piece of the mayor's strategy. High-voltage lines in the transmission 
corridor would ship SOO megawatts of geothermal and solar power from near the Salton Sea and 400 
megawatts of nuclear power from Anzona — enough lo meet 1 0% of the city's current energy needs 

□WP officials said they decided on a "pnsfen-ed alternative" in December after studying possible routes for 
more than a year. They said the route they chose would be the least intrusive to existing homes tnbal lands 
national parks and wilderness areas 

Environmentalists scoffed at that claim. "We were Just shocked,' preservationist David Myers said of his 
reaction after looking at a map of the route. 

fUlyers is head of The Wlldlands Consen/ancy. a nonprofit group that has spent $50 million assembling private 
wildlife corridors and preserves close to Joshua Tree National Park, the San Bernardino National Forest and 
elsewhere, including Pipes Canyon, 

Myers accused city officials of secretly planning the route, saying that conservationists learned about it two 
weeks ago frorr a staff member of the U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 

Nahai said there was no attempt at secrecy but acknowledged that Myers hati a point "I think we need to do 
a better Job of outreach and a belter job of communication," he said. "This is a new. environmentally 
committed administration. What we're trying to rio is to diversify away from lillhy coal to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions, and do it in a way that Is environmentally protective." 

The DWP staff members said that there would be extensive public hearings before a Final decision was 
made, and that they might "tweak" the map to try lo move it away from the Pipes Canyon preserve 
Pioneertown and the surrounding Sawtooth Mountains, which provided the backdrop for "Tlie Cisco Kid" and 
many other western television shows and movies. 

But Nahai added that no matter what route was chosen, there would be some environmental damage caused 
by the protect. He sard the pnonty was obtaining clean, renewable energy on a citywlde basis to reduce 
greenhouse gases and other air pollution, as well as meeting power needs, 

■Failure is not an option," he said. "lAThat I can commit is that the department will do Its utmost lo minimize 



Response 230: Thank you for the information. The articles have 
been added to the record. Also see response to comment 22. 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From: 
Posted At 



Gene & Linda Sentz {friends@3hvers,net] 
Wednesday, April 11 , 2007 4:46 PM 



Conversation: Please include this article as part of the official public comment for the proposed MATL 
transmission line 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: Please include this article as part of Itie official public comment for the proposed MATL 

transmission line 



|Commeni230 



Mr Ring. Mr. Hallsten, et al: 

Than It you for extending the public comment period for MATL until Apnl 30, 

The article below about many Galifornians' dismay over power line construction through wildlife preserves 
and national forest is directly related to many Montanans' concerns about the proposed fvlATL 
transmission line and the potential large-scale windfamis it would spawn in the future possibly along 
Montana's incomparably scenic Rocky Mountain Front and Glacier Park, the Crown of the Continent 

Please inci jde this article as part of the official public comment for the MATL line. 

Please address the issue of how maximum public involvement can occur in the sitina of all future prooosed 
windfarm locations. ^ 

Thank you. 
Gene Sentz 
Choleau. MT 59422-0763 



http:yi'www.iatlnie5.com/neVfSilDcal/la-me-lapower9apr09,0,5023301 slory?coli=la-home-headiines 

California 'Green' project makes critics 
see red 

The DWP's proposed energy corridor, to bring nonpolluling power to L, A, would traverse a national forest 

and wildlife presen/es. 

By Janet Wilson 

Los Angeles Times Staff Writer 

April 9. 2007 

Highlighting the environmental pitfalls of harnessing "green" energy. Mayor Anionio Villaraigosa's push to 
import nonpolluting power to Los Angeles could require building power lines and transmission towers Ihrouqh 
a national forest, two desert wildlife preserves and a rustic hamlet used in countless westerns. 

According to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, the 85-mlle-tong "Green Path" energv 
corridor designed lo bring solar, geothermal and nuclear power from southeastern California and Arizona 
would slice acrtjss the Big Morongo Wildlife Preserve north of Palm Springs, Pioneertown near Yucca Valley 
Pipes Canyon Wilderness Preserve and a corner of the San Bernardino National Forest before crossing over 
the Cajon Pass and connecting with existing power tines in Hesperia, 

More than a dozen preservation and cnmraunlly groups have condemned the mayor and DWP for a plan that 
they say would destroy priceless vistas, natural areas and wildlife corridors 

'!^^l?Jl^ -T'^^ consuniption not 'green,' i! is unacceptable under any name. „ , The ends cannot 
jus% the means, Justin Augustine of the Center for Biological Diversity said in a letter to Villaraigosa last 
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ShJrtee Philps 
3257 WHd Rose Lane 
Graat Falls, MT 59401 



Department of Envl oifeeatal Sualltv, 
Boi 200901 

Helens, KT. 

Dear birSj 



RECEIVED 

APR 1 1 t.yi 
April 9, EooAIR, ENERGY &P2 



Response 231: The commenter was provided a map by DEQ on 
May 7, 2007. Alternatives 2 and 4 are approximately nine 
miles directly east of Dutton. Alternative 3 is approximately 
12 miles directly east of Dutton. 



There are several questions that I would lite anew^red on your 
plans of plsoement for ttiewlnd energy llneB. 

I beve land east of Du-ton ana from the map m tb= "-r^at Fsll- 
to be"^'^ ''*™°* ^^^^ ^"^t ho-,v far SEEt of Dutton It le planned 

\^°^}% J"^"^ ^^ ^'^ '""' """y °'il«* s^^^^ *he line 1b pisnned to 
te S£ I bsve land east of Dutton and I do not want any lines on 
ny property. ' " 



the grain planted on tr.at Isnd Ib part of mv yeerlv income as 

-ell as my renters, would you please answer my quiatione? I 

^-hst p.e has nad to buy for the vide strips. It saves sas and 



^lae with the large iBohlne 



Jhani you for your Information. 



Yours Truly, 
Shlrlee Phillips 
3257 iviia Hoee Lane 
Greet Fells, :';x. 59401 
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Mr, Greg Hallslen 

Director's OfBce 

Montana Department of Environment Quality 

PO Box 200901 

Helena, Montana 59620-0901 

Dear Mr. Hallsien, 



Comment 232 



1 1 am writing you today to join the ranchers, sportsmen, business owners, and thousands 
of others in support for decisions that protect the environmental character of Montana's 
Rooky Mountain Front. As I am sure you are aware, this is a special place that is worth 
protecting for all of these people antf the wildlife that make the Front tmiy wild For over 
a century people and wildness have lived together and learned that by working with the 
environment and the landscape provides long terra economic, social, and ecological 
benefits Yet today, this is all subject to change due to ihe overwhelming pressure to 
break our addiction to foreign oil and find alternative sources to support our hunger for 

I energy. 

I support the role Montana has to play in supplying these alternatives yet not at the 
sacrifice of one of the last best places to live, recreate, and enjoy wide open places. 
AdditionalJy i do not believe industrial scale developments that significantly alter the 
character or vitality of natural landscapes should occur without thoroughly understanding 
the consequences. The view .shed, narive plants and vrildhfe, the people of the From all 
contribute to ray enjoyment of the place, 1 lived there for 4 years, started my family there 
and discovered the true meaning of a Montana community. Growth is happening in 
Choteau and the surrounding area at 4-9% per year, A healthy, sustainable rate of growth. 
The reason why is because of the quality of life which centers on the surrounding 
landsc^e and its inhabitants. 

I Please keep any proposed industrial-scale wind farms and transmission lines east of 
Interstate Highway 15 where possible, or at the very least east of Highway 89, to protect 
the view shed of Montana's Rocky Mountain Front. There is no other imdeveloped 
scenery in North America like the Front. 



|Commeni233 p efore this project is allowed to begin, DEQ should more carefully study all aspects of 
the long-range accumulative economic disadvantages as well as benefits to Montanans it 
this huge subsidized proposal. DEQ should also guarantee that there be full public ' I 
participation and input on sitting all fijture wind farms and transmission lines (e K NOT 
alon g the front ofih eFront J. 



Comment 23'a 



Response 232: Thank you for your comments. The agencies do 
not have legal authority to prohibit construction of wind 
farms in any areas. However, the agencies are not aware of 
any planned wind farms that would connect directly with 
the MATL project that would be built west of Highway 89. 
The wind farms that we have heard of that may interconnect 
with MATL's line and locations where anemometers have 
been seen, possibly indicating an interest in wind farms, are 
generally located between Highway 89 and Interstate 15 
outside the Blackfeet Indian Reservation from the Conrad 
area northward. See Chapter 4 for more information. 

In the Cut Bank area, the proposed line and McCormick 
Ranch wind farm, although located west of Interstate 15, 
would still be more than 50 miles from the eastern edge of 
Glacier National Park. This is beyond the range of visibility 
for wind farms from viewpoints in the park, as indicated in 
the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Section 4.16. 

Response 233: Impacts from wind farm development are 

described in the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Chapter 4. Benefits and costs of the line are described in 
Sections 3.13 and 3.17. 

Response 234: See response to comment 227. 



Respectftiily yours, 

Paul Belanger 
CorvaUis, MT 



tECESVED 

f-?P. 1 1 iw 

0£Q 
lilREaOR'S OFFICE 
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Mallsten,Greg 



From : Gene & Linda Sentz [friend5@3rlvers.net] 

Postsd Al: Thursday, April 12, 2007 10:05 PM 

Conversation: Comment on MATL - article from Montana Wildlife newsletter 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: Comment on lulATL - article from Montana Wildlife newsletter 

Dear Tom & DEO, 

Please make this article end my comments about it a part of tlie public record for tlie proposed MATL line 

Tfiank yr)u, 
Gene Sentz, Ctioteau 



Response 235: Thank you for the information. The article has 
been added to the record. See the response to comment 24 
for more discussion of programmatic reviews. 



To Craig Sharpe, aultior of the article below... 
Craig, 

Tllanks for this excelleni article. I'm glad you mentioned large industrial-scale wlndfamis --"grea! giant 
windmills"-- and "high power transmission lines,' along with fossif fuel development, and thanks for rememberinq 
the Rocky Mountain Front, 

Before a gold-rush-slyle of enersy development occurs In Montana, a broad programmatic EIS should address 
the long-term cumulative Impacts of industrializing the various large regions of our great state The nation has to 
develop energy, but it should he done right, with the greatest of foresight, on a regional scale, and the best of 
our open spaces should be preserved for their beauty and for wildlife habitat 

Gene Seniz, Chateau 

htlB:iriawwJI!0.ntanawildlife,corn/Lead,.html 

MONTANA WILDLIFE 

Newsletter of the Montana Wildlife Federation 

Volume 31, Numbers 

Cover article by Craig Sharpe, Executive Director |Comment235 I 



The Energy Race A Lot to Gain 

Lose 



A Lot to 
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These are all frightenina scenarios that can haue severe, significant ecological effects, and socioeconomic 
impacts. Some mav be short-term slop gap fire-fly concepts to help us Peal with energy demands that will flicker- 
out with a new dawn - but they will all lake their toll and leave Iheir 'foolprinis'. 

Individual 'footprints' of a well, pad, pipeline, road, waste pit or water purtficaiion storage, or power generating 
wind farm may in seme cases appear insignificant, relatively small. Nevertheless, combined with production and 
processing plants, sweetaning plants, storage facilities, power lines and distribution systems - they all require 
networks of Infrastructure (hat degrade or Incrementally increase wildlife habitat losses Development that v/iil 
fragment habitat and corridors, pollute water, cause the loss of mating and nesting grounds, strip vegetative cover 
on calving and fawning grounds, degrade fish habitats and critical riparian vegetation, and increase big game 
vulnerability must be controlled. 

Development - in this race - does not need to sacrifice our public lands, wildlife, and quality hunting and fishing 
opportunities. Hunters and anglers, just as we have influenced tne outcomes of many elections, have a huge 
slake in this race. The national interest in becoming self-sufficient and the significant increase in the amount of 
leasing in r^ontana seems to indicate that many companies ere novir looking to the Big Sky State minerals for the 
future. Although no one can predict what resenres may prove out, or whether Montana can become a leader of 
dean, alternative fijels or whether we will have cleaner, more efficient, noxious emission sequestration facilllies or 
gasification plants —what we do know about fJlontana and out wildlife rich lands, to paraphrase Will Rogers - 
nobody's making any morel 

Access Lost 

Casper, WY- The Star-Tribune (03-28-07) - To Drill or Hunt?' Washington tiureau reporter Noelle Slraub was 
reported on a March 27 Congressional, House Natural Resources Committee hearing titled " /Access Denfe ri The 
groaring conWiefwem fisWrjj, ti(riifJn5_ar^ 

Whal committee members heard was that hunters and anglers face growing restrictions' on access to public 
lands and waters because escalating energy development has taken priority over fish and wildlife and habitat 
proleotion. Many areas in our public lands historically open to the public are now restricted or the habital has been 
so compromised by mazes or webs of roads- little game thrives. 

"Energy development Is not being done right on the public lands in tita West," said Rollln Spannvire a 
Wyoming resident and fomier supervisor of U.S Fish and Wildlife Service research programs on Rocky Mountain 
Wildlife 

" Throughout the country, working men and women are having a harder Hme finding public access to 
hunting and rishing areas, anrf (hose that are still available are of»en experiencing a decrease in the 
quality and quantity offish and game: said INilliam Hite, president of a plumbing and pipe-fitting trade union. 

The absolutely packed chambers heard testimony from representatives of a newly created Union Sportsmen's 
Alliance (USA) of labor union members, conservalionists and sportsmen. Approximately 70 percent of working 
men and women (hat comprise union membership are hunters and anglers, according to (he group The Colorado 
Wildlife Federation and Colorado Rep. Gibbs, the Wildlife Institute, TRCP, the Boone and Crockett Club and an 
energy executive from Questar Energy that owns the nations-second largest natural gas field in Wvomlna also 
testified before the Oversight Committee, 

Vywie none of the testifying sportsmen called for an end to drill Ing, development or leasing they did Instead all 
ask for greater balance, greater protection for sensitive wildlife areas and increased evaluation of the impacts 
before development is approved. According to a report to the committee, the Government AccountabiHty Offlce 

, oL",^ ""* """'^'" °' *'"'"S f"^™''^ approved by the Bureau of Land Management has more than tripled 

since 2006, While Ihe industry argues that there is a decrease In areas to dnil on federal lands the reality Is that 
this IS due to the millions of acres of public land already leased and not being yet drilled In the meantime 
companies are looking to slates like Montana to lease everything they can before policies change and therefore 
there is less land on Ihe market. 
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Energy development proposed on an unprecedented scale is creating new challenges to the future of wild lands, 
public lands, fish, wildlife, hunting and fishing throughout the Rocky Mountain West, in some of the most wild 
places - with some of the best hunting and fishing - in Ihe United Stales, How is fiflontana planning for this energy 
race - for the Increasing interest in our minerals and cheap leases? Will hunters and anglers consider energy 
development issues as beyond our control or outside our purview as enwonmental issues'? 

High power transmission lines, large coal fired generators, coal bed methane gas extraction fields, manufactured 
allemative fuels, oil and gas wells, great giant windmills, pipelines, cartron sequestration and gasification plants - 
the options and challenges for Montana are mind boggling. 

A pace quickened by changes in the law under the 2005 Energy Act increasing demand for domestic sources for 
gas and oil for heating, eleclncity and fuel Is triggering Ihe sales of subsurface mineral rights Ihe likes (hat 
Montana has never seen. The market - leases and purchases - is based primarily in speculation and they are 
being grabbed up with little fanfare or little attention by hunters and anglers. Montana could soon experience a 
new battalion of energy explorers. In Ihe past 6-months alone, according to Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks 
more (han 200,000 acres of minerals have been leased, ' ' 

-Some of (hese teases are along the bluffs of (*ie Missouri River, others are directly under critical 
historically significant sage grouse leks," said Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Planning Coordinator T O 
Smith . "There are leases being purchased in the Lima peafts, prime, world class ellt country, leases 
located just outside Helena under conservation easements that were purchased In part with public funds 
and others dot their way from here to Great Falls to the Frent,"he added, 'Currently Hunting District 300 
has almost been leased out entirely. " 

Tt5 the north of f^lontana. Alberta has undergone inlonse development over Ihe past five years and shallow gas 
wells are now perched along the border with the U S. near Havre, Malta and west toward Glasgow To the south 
along the Rocky Mountain Front (he state of Montana is continuing to sell leases Further south Wyoming is not 
only developing coa! bed methane at an unnerving pace but also oil and deep gas. In their Johan Gas and Oil 
Field, wells have been approved every five acres effectively eliminating any unbroken ground for wildlife. 

A( the Annual Meeting of the Montana Chapter of the Wildlife Society, February 6-9, the Iheme of -Develooina 
Energy and Sustaining Natural Systems-How Do We Do II?" fellow Wyoming wildlife blolooisls warned Montana 
biologists about how they believe their state Is under siege - the Wyoming horror show. The BLM has alreadv 
leased more than 90 percent of the public lands in the Upper Green River Valley Ranchers, wildlife enthusiasts 
sporting and conservation orflahizations are organizing mass protests against new BLM and industry efforts 
asking for leasing and drilling slowdowns 
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Hunters, Anglers and Energy Development 

So, what does all this mean to Montana hunters, anglers and wildlife enttiuslasts? 

These are our lands - il Is our wildlife - our quality of life - our Montana and we must take some ownerstiip in 
how we deal with enerey development, we must flei our musole in this race today to determine the wildlife and 
tiunling and fishing opportunities we enjoy tcmomcw. WE can t)e Ihe architects of our wildlife future but we need 
o get inuolved, we need to demand responsible energy development policies from our decision makers and long- 
temr plannrng that considers Montana's wildlife values. Hunters and anglers can no longer separate themselves 
trom the issues as being - envlronmenlal, hook, or bullet 

■We think Montana deserves (he iiesf. - said TO Smith. 'Kontsns needs our own comprehensive plan for 
energjf developmenl that addresses v,h,t we want for Montana - we deserve better than what we're 
seeing in otiier piacesr 

Where development does take place, we need to ensure that proper miligatlons, stipulations are in place and 
enforced lo protect our wildlife future. 

As writer Richard Nelson puts it: "-nfterweVe fosf a natural place. It's gone lor everyone ^ hikers 
campers, boaterB. Iiicyciists. animal watchers, fishers, hunters and wildlife - a complete and absoiutelv 
democratic tragedy of emptiness. For this reason. It's vital that we overcame our differences rind 
common ground m our share<l love for the natural world, and wot* together to defend the wild 
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. / /-• / Response 236: Comment noted. A map showing alignments in 

KV ^H^'^^'X^' CipuM ^^ ^j-g^ ^ question was sent to Geraldine Austin. 



' ^^-ru^ , h^yJ^^^^ jTf^ :i.o- <^9&l 












APR i 'J 2C07 



iyCi^jtJij-,^ '& L^>-i^j- 
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Hallsten, Greg 

From: Jessica SherbLjrne [jsherb@gmail.cQm] 

Pasted At: Saturday, April 1 4, 2007 1 0:55 AM 
Conversation: public comment letter for MATL draft EiS 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: public commenl letter for IVIATL draft EIS 



Aprin 0,2007 

To; MATL@mt,gQV 



To: Mr. Rictiard Opper, Director; Mr. Tom Ring, Mr. Greg Hallsten; el al, Dept of Environmental Quality, PO Box 
J00901, Helena, Montana 59620-0901 ropper@mt gov; lrina@mt,gov; ghgllsten@ml.gov 

Dear Director Opper, Mr. Ring, Mr. Hallsten, et al: 



Comment 237 



First and foremost I would like to see a cumulative Impact statement outlining all of the risks, to mioralory birds 
bats and other wildlife, posed by MATL anj ttie industrial wind farms Itiat are proposed to border it Ttiese 
industrial wind farms pose an enormous potential impact and as of yet there is nothing that Is addressing this 
proposed infrastructure in Its entirety. If tills does not happen then I will not support ttie fklATL draft EIS and deem 
Itie proposed Industrial wind farms Ihal border MATL to be no different than the proposition of industrial wind 
farms on Altamont Pass. California back in the early 1980's. 



Mm 

bn A 



,«9SWi that they would be no diflerent than the turbines at Altamont is because, like the industrial wind farms 
AltahKmt Pass, they require no B.reiievelQpmentor p_ost_construcion_surveylrig_of wildijie over an ext ended 
periodjjf tjme, espeCLally dlJrir!S_spnng.a!ld. fall mJgraJLon. Tfiey require no potential rlsjiassessrnent and no 
3ludy_QtsEatial or temporal use oiajrsRace_befQre consjructlonbeains. They propose no post conslrucfion 
.moitaiity_survBys_wilh_predBtermined frgquericy proposed fej: several years_afterw3rds. They also have no 
piPflosat for s.ite_shul down arai lurbjne.remov_M ifjh.e site^roves to be too fatal or lojj'energeicajly Inefficient 
Each one of these things are extremely important in determining the viability and success of a site and yet none 
of these are presented (even on a voluntary basis) to the proposed Industrial wind farms bordering fulATL 



jComment 239 



I The absence of these guidelines, even on a voluntary basis, leads me to believe that more work needs WSe 
Idone by those proposing and supervising the MATL draft EIS All of the elements that I mentioned in the previous 
;paragraph were presented on July 28. 2006, at the Meeting to Discuss the Guidelines tor Reducing Bird and Bat 
(Impacts From Wind Development in California, by Al IHanville, Senior Wildlife Biologist for the Department of 
;Migratory Birds, USFIsh SWildlrfe in Arlington, Virginia Mr, Manville Is advising California and the rest of the 
:United States on how to mitigate Ihe mortalllles that are caused by wind turbines. Why isn't Montana listening? 

-,.,,, ,„,- |Comment240 

Whylsn LMontaoa taking Al Manville's proposal, or others like it more seriously? Why can't we be proacti ve and 

utilize all of the research that has been done thus far make sure that we are makitig the very best choice for 
rjflontarla and Its people? Is cur illustrious scenery, our spectacular wildlife and our big sky landscape not worth 
frial? Mori ana boasts one of the best golden eagle/raptor flyways in the nation along the Rocky Mountain Front 
Why aren t we doing everything we possibly can to preserve and protect that? Why are we proposing a potentially 
dangerous construction project extremely close to this, and other potential flyways without first taking necessary 
precautionary measures? ic^^aaaiy 



Response 237: Comment noted. See responses to comment 20, 
Section 3.8, and the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Section 4.9. 

Response 238: Comment noted. Because the state does not have 
regulatory authority over wind farms, there is no agency that 
can require the studies you list. In order to place any 
controls on wind farm development, the legislature would 
have to authorize state agencies by law to implement them. 

Response 239: While the suggested guidelines may have merit, 
the state has not adopted any of them and is unlikely to 
unless the legislature gives state agencies the authority to 
regulate wind farm development. Short of this, adherence to 
any guidelines would be voluntary on the part of developers. 

Response 240: DEQ is not requiring additional study as 
recommended by Al Manville and others because the 
Montana legislature removed DEQ's regulatory authority 
over the siting of most types of generating facilities, 
including wind farms. Possible study protocols pertaining to 
avian use and mortality are mentioned in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. Also note 
that on July 17, 2007, the Committee Draft Report, California 
Guidelines for Reducing Impacts to Birds and Bats from 
Wind Energy Development, was issued which may provide 
additional guidelines. 



IComment 241 

Lmn h"''f ^ ^"'d ' ""* "'1"^''^ *!'';"'l^ ^l""'''!' guidelines for communication towers. They were compiled ,n 
EOOO by Jamie Rappapoit Clark. US Depl. of Interior. Fish and Wildlife Services. They were developed In 
toniunction with a Communication Tower Working Group composed of various government organizations 
ndustnes, academic researchers and NGO's to determine the best ways to construct and operate lowers to 
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prevent bird slrrkes. The CTWG working group and Ihe communication tower guidalines could serve as models 
tor voluntary guidelines for wind farniis in Montana, Communication tower guidelines llial would be applicablfria 
wind farm turbines are as follows: Towers should be constructed at tieights of no more ttian 199 feet above 
grounii level. If towers are lalier ttian 1 99 feet, Itiey should be lighted for aircraft safety with white strobe iigtit 
wilh the longest duration ijetween flashes ailowabte by FAA, IJse of s_Q!idied or pjjisinfl red warnlrin lights at 
night stould be avQiled, Research indicates thai solid or pulsating (bear:on) red lights attract hlght-mlorating bWsl 
at a much higher rate than white strobe lights. Towers should not be sited near wetlands or known bird 
concentration areas (e.g slate or Federal refuges, staging areas, rookeries), in known migratory or daily 
movemenl flyways, or in habitat of threatened or endangered species. Towers should not be sited in areas with a 
high incidence of fog, mist and low ceilings, if significant numbers of breeding, feeding or roosting birds are known 
10 habitually use the proposed tower construction area, relocation to another alternate sile should be 
recommended. It this is not an option, seasonal restrictions on construction may be advisable to avoid 
disturbance during periods of high bird activity. Service personnel and researchers should be allowed access to 
he site to evaluate bird use (pre-development) and conduct dead-bird searches (post-development ) Towers no 
tongenn use or determined lo be obsolete should be removed with In 1 2 months of cessation of use 



Comment 241 
(Continued) 



Another set of guidelines that could serve as a useful model for future volunlary industrial wind farm guidelines is 
^DMrif h1?=?^". ^,^,^,^'^'^' *"''^"'"^ ''^ ^'''^°" '^'^='™ Institute's Avian Powerline Interaction Committee 
(APLIC) and tJS Fish & Wildlife Services (USFWS.) This plan was designed to provide voluntary guidelines that 
individual companies could use to create an APP that would best suit their needs to provide reliable service and 
promote conservation. Companies are encouraged to partner with Federal and state agencies to develop their 
own APP. |comment242^ ^ 

Why can't Montana slrive to be the first state lo establish voluntary guidelines for Industrial wind farms' It is 
obviously the next step in terms of mitigating raptor/bat/wildlife mortalities relating lo industrial vfind farms A 
Montana Fish. Wildlife and Parks employee named Rob Hazeiwood even designed a Potential Impact Index (Pll) 
for industrial wind farms lo be used during the pre-developmenf phase. He created and tested this index in 

Montana WhV aren t Montana '<: infHHcfn.sl ,1.1.1^ f-^rv^,- .,n^^.-i ; i^. , 



M.,„i i.it uV. 1 — " p.c-u=vciuui,itiii. piiase, ne creaiBo and tested this index in 

Montana? FmlntTirf ' '"'^"^'^^' '^'"'^ '^""^ ^' '^^^' '^'^"'""' '° "^^ ''''^ '"^^^ '^^' "== engineered In 



My family has lived in G acier County for five generations and I am very proud to be a tvlontanan. I want the 
decisions that affect the landscape, the wildlife and Montarans, to be in our best interest, I do not feel like Ihe 
MATL project IS m our best Interest, The entire MATUindustnai wind farm Infrastructure is not being presented in 
an honest fashion. How can we make an educated decision on whether MATL will be beneficial to Montana when 
we are only bei na provided with half the fads? Provide Montanans with an EIS outlining the entire MATL 



infrastructure. 



Sincerely, 



Jessie Sherburne, 2135 Livingston Ave, Missoula , MT 59801 
P.O. Box 168 East Glacier Park, MT 59434 
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Response 241: Comment noted. With other voluntary 

guideUnes in place and under current law, the agencies have 
no role in developing guidelines for wind farms. See 
response to comment 196 for a discussion of legislative 
direction. The desire for development of avian guidelines for 
development of wind farms has been referred to Montana 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Montana's wildlife management 
agency. 

Response 242: Comment noted. See response to comment 239. 

Response 243: See response to comment 241. 

Response 244: Comment noted. The entire infrastructure 

proposed by MATL is described in the draft EIS. Additional 
discussions of cumulative impacts resulting from wind farms 
are presented in Section4.1. 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From ARTHUR PEARSOW [artlDrlp@msn.com] 

Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 7:24 AM 

Conversatfon: WATL iransmission linK 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: I^^ATL trajismission line 



Response 245: Comment noted. 

Response 246: Comment noted. The money saved from 

construction of Alternative 2 compared to other alternatives 
would not go to small rural communities in Montana. It 
would simply be money saved by the project developers. 



Comment 245 



The proposed line ( proposal tf2) would be my first choice if it were to 
favor ^ 



come to a vote. I do not 

#4 al: ail. If #4 should be [:hr5Een, I can tell you the best place for the 1 1/2 miles of single pde_ 
_yet to be designated, wouid be along the road on.Dur farm. Another good reason to stick with 
line proposal #2 is the 

savSng of 7 Million in initiai costs. If this line is to be put in, then do it right and use the 7Mil 
saved to help the 
struggiing small rurai communities along the line. | Comment 2AS~\ 



Arthur J, Pearson 
2787 Primrose Rd N. 
Conrad, 1^X59425 
(406)276-3033 
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Hallsten, Greg _ .. - 

From: Lee Otness |lce@3rivefStlbs.nell 

Posted At: Sunday, April 29,2007 8:33 PM 
Conversation: Alt Route 4 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: Alt Route 4 

GcntleTTien, 

AS en affected farmer along the proposed MATL route 2 line, i have a few final conmier-.ts. 

part of doing business ir, Vtonlsna. .omn%ftn 



IComiTfent 247 



There Will certainty be more power linB= built In Montana^ MATL i|-lf w^ ha- ;« " a place .0 ™ve Iheir 
southbound power beyond Great Falls where 11 ourronlly dead-en s J, ',' "J^Jf '^ X„«™ a d tae gain. 

TOfchant for-pTOfIt te: Tt,e ensuinff cov,ft-baltles eouiti riMl the current water rights fights.^ 

,., personal situetion.anott^erilne through r^S^-^«|2*-P™^ 

SA?Ll%ropoLdpay™Stsperpaieand,hisphaniumform*(st^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

farmer for the costs ol farr^infl around poles don t oome close '° ™^Pf =™S ™ ™ ™ ^^. ^^^^^^ ^^ , 

I currentiv farm around Oolh diagonal lines and lines running along section lines (""I'^-f "'t^f JII'^S atong 
-b«iefft3-Bf^ties94llvy payments 



1 



ICommenl 249 



Alright, rm gellino to the end so bear with me New. ooncerning MAIL'S claim that they can't afford the extra 
5 mSllon for Route 4. 



ment to wranqte property tax cuts oul of the stale wW[*Jl[ja!lJJt5SJ£fluSS5M. 



--Shotildndtbe-atewed1Mwl*the«lete4™tagsamliliclal£iheiLiiffilM!!LS. [^""^'"'^bd | 



Response 247: Comment noted. 

Response 248: Existing evidence suggests that in general land 
values are not significantly affected by transmission lines. 
To the extent that the MATL line would lower land values, 
that would be a cost to landowners. See the revised 
discussion on land values in Section 3.13. The agencies have 
worked with consultants to better quantify the costs of the 
line to farmers. See Section 3.13 for more information. 

Response 249: See response to comment 248. 

Response 250: Comment noted. The tax cuts would only apply 
to property taxes for the transmission line. See the revised 
discussion of tax revenues in Section 3.13. The new state tax 
structure passed in the 2007 Legislative Special Session 
would only apply to property taxes for transmission lines 
that transmit power generated from renewable resources 
such as wind and clean coal plants. These new lower tax 
rates would not apply to wind farms. 

Response 251: Comment noted. 

Response 252: Comment noted. 



icy approved route 2 does very Utile la address our 
aaklng..fo.r.. MATL threw us a bone by adding 25 



r^OUlt H. (L il H7*VJ .1.1- Lii^. .1 1.^ — . 

large foreign congiomerates, LInfortunately, the current age 

concerns and pretty mucll gives MATL whal it was originally "»;"*;7-- "" ■■ -,3 „-|-g, behind mv'house will Be 

rnopiiry:fair^,rrtyi^'rd^;ti?y™^^^^^^ 



IComment 252 



4'30/2007 
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Response 253: Comment noted. 



span monopoies- 



Finglly Bob WilCams slated In the Tribune that meyye triSHIo warK wHFTraFiTiSrelvom Itie Deglrailng. TtilJris— 
absolutely untrue When we were nrsi contacted we were loid it was a take il or leave it conlrad. Only after we 
resisleij their fieavy handed Intlmdation and veiled Itireals did MATL start to listen to us. in ttie meetings we've 
liad wltti MATL officials and their tiired lard agents, they have repeatedly dismissed ou: concerns about diagonal 
poles Ouf eniy hope now Is that the DEQ will approve Alt Route 4. MATL, a Canadian corporation, is refuSinB to 
be a good neighbor II seems they rraisl be forced to acknowledge the damage that Route 2 wlil cause our 
farming operations You lisve the power to do this. You can stand up and teli tvlATL that the slate's Number 1 
Industy (and generations of properly tax paying landowners) need to have their concerns addressed. I Sincerely 
hnpa that we can count on vou 



Thanks for listening. 



Lee Otness 
Brady, Montana 



ComtTient 253 



Hallsten, 



Greg 



From: 
Sent; 
To: 
Sofajsul: 

Attachments: 



Hilger. Stephanie 

Monday, Aprii 30, 2007 9:31 AM 

MATL 

DEIS corrmentB fror^ MDT 

OEiS_COMMENTS_D43007.DOC 



Crl:cf. 

Please accept MDT's comments on the Montana- Albcita Tie Ltd. 210-\Y Transmission Lm- DEK 
I am putting a signed copy in (ho miiil today, also, ransmjssioti Lm. DEtS. 

Please lei mc know if you have any questions. 

Sccph;inic [ illgcr 

Program & Policy Analysis Section 
RaiL Transir & Planning Division 
Moatana Depaitment of Transportation 
(40S) 444-6126 

•Mr) 

DElS^COMr-IENTEL 
J43007,[MC [M K.. 



4/30/2007 
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Mon/ana Depaflmeat of Trarnporiaflon 

PO 3^^ 20100] 



April 30. 2007 

Montana Department of Enuironmental Quality 
DirEctDr'5 Office 
Attention: Greg Hallsten 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 



.'-'V£l 



CiiQ 



Subject: Draft Environmsntal impact Statement (DEIS) 

Monlana-Albeila Tie Ltd. 230-l(V Transmission Line 
Project* 65.71 .445.01 

Dear Mr. Hallsten, 

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) tias reviewed ttie subject document 
and tias the following comments and concerns: 



|CDmment254^ Page ES-6. FirsI paraqra pti 

Ttie Montana Department of Transportation stiould be included among tHe 
agencies listed as having Interest or responsibility in the project approval 
process. 

|Comment255~| Page 1-12. Table 1,4-1. STATE 

Revise the Montana Department of Transportation Permit column to read 
"Encroachment and/or approach permit". 

|CorTinient25e~| Page 1-12, Table 1.4-1. STATE 

Revise the Montana Department of Transportation Description column to say 
;The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has jurisdictional euthorityfor 
Issuing encroachment and occupancy permits for pipelines, rail lines or utilities 
(overhead and underground) within State Highway right of way. In addition, MDT 
has authority for issuing approach permits for roads and approaches that directly 
access Slate maintained right of way. Finally, MDT must review and approve 
any proposed modifications to the Federaf-aid eligible highway system". 

|Comment257 '^l™- ^^d as per MCA 60-2-111:, 'The Montana Transportation Commission 

I 1 must let all contracts on the Federal-Aid eligible highway system or delegate 

authohty to let contracts on this system to MDT ora local government agency". 

| r-.,^^.„,-.c» I Pa ge 1-1 2, Table 1.4-1, FEDERAL 

I 1 Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) should be listed as an agency with 

"Review and Approval Authority", The Description column should read' "Review 
and approval of State Highway permit application and supporting documentation 



Response 254: Under the Major Facility Siting Act, no further 
state permits are required after a certificate has been issued. 
"(l)Notwithstanding any other law, a state or regional 
agency or municipality or other local government may not 
require any approval, consent, permit, certificate, or other 
condition for the construction, operation, or maintenance of a 
facility authorized by a certificate issued pursuant to this 
chapter, except that the department and board retain the 
authority that they have or may be granted to determine 
compliance of the proposed facility with state and federal 
standards and implementation plans for air and water 
quality and to enforce those standards. (2) This chapter does 
not prevent the application of state laws for the protection of 
employees engaged in the construction, operation, or 
maintenance of a facility." (75-20-401, MCA). 

DEQ addresses the need to safely construct transmission 
lines across roads in its environmental specifications for the 
project (Appendix F, Section 2.6) which require consultation 
with Montana Department of Transportation. 

Response 255: See response to comment 254. 

Response 256: See response to comment 254 and revisions to 
Table 1.4-1. 

Response 257: The agencies agree with the suggested change. 

Response 258: The agencies agree with the suggested change. 



Pregram & policy Anal'j'sfe Surasy 

Far (40Si 4ii-7$7: 



^ Eqiicf ap,oor+.jn.'ry fmaoypi 



Rait, Trsns:! 011(1 ptanning Divisron 

rrf: (800) 33S 76&2 

Wsti Page: i//vAv.^dl.s;s[e.miu3 
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Response 259: See response to comment 254. 



for transmission lines in the Interstate Higliway System right of way". The 
Authority column should state "23 CFR Part 645". 

|Cotn™nt259 I Page 2-16. first bullet Pre-Cominictinn 

MDT permitting should be included as a transmission line pre-(nnstruction task. 

|coninient2S0~| Page 2-16. fourth bullet. Access Planning and Prsoaratinn 

Please add: "An encroachment permit must be obtained from MDT before 
entering MDT rigtit of way for constructing, operating, and maintaining the 
transmission line". 

|com™nt26i I Page 2-16. fifth bullet. Dni iver/ and Assi^mhfv 

I 1 it should be added: "If transporting a load or if there Is equipment that exceeds 

the legal dimensions on tulontana's state highway system, over-dimensional 
permits for width, length or height or any combination of width length and height 
are required from MDT" 

|Cnmment 262~| Throughout the document 

When describing the route of each alternative, all State Highways impacted bv 
each alternative should be listed. 

|Comrnent263 I Throughout the document 

It should be slated that no poles will be allowed in MDT hghf of way. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this draft document. If you have any 
guestions or need clarification, please don't hesilate to contact me at (406) 444-6 1 26. 

Sincerely, 

Stepii^nie Hilger, Plannrir ) 
Program a P[)licy Analysis Section 
Rail, Transit & Planning Division 



Cc: 



Sandra SIraehl, Rail, Transit & Planning Administrator 

Mick Johnson, Great Falls District Administrator 

Steve Prinzing. P.E., Great Fails engineering Sen/ices Engineer 

Jim Skinner, Program & Policy Analysis Manager 

Dan Smith, F.E., Environmental Sen/ices Acting Bureau Chief 

Dick Turner, Multimodal Planning Bureau Chief 

Lynn Zanio, Statewide and Urban Planning Supervisor 

Walt Scott, Right-of-Way Utilities Section Supervisor 

Hte 



Response 260: See response to comment 254. 

Response 261: Your suggested language has been added to 
Section 3.1.2. The Major FaciUty Siting Act does not prevent 
the Department of Transportation from requiring permits for 
oversized loads operating off the proposed transmission line 
right of way. 

Response 262: The agencies agree with the suggested change. 
See Table 3.1-6 for a list of highways crossed by each 
alternative and the crossing points. 

Response 263: See response to comment 254. Also note that 
state law allows electric power lines to be built on public 
rights of way as long as the lines are constructed in a manner 
as not to incommode or endanger the use of roads (see 69-4- 
101, MCA). 
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Response 264: Comment noted. 

Response 265: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
the Denzers and their neighbors to develop possible routing 
options to reduce diagonal alignments through crop land in 
this area. Section 3.16 describes the mileage of various land 
use categories crossed by the proposed action and the 
Southeast of Conrad local routing option. In general terms, 
the option would use pasture and range land to a larger 
extent than the proposed action and thereby avoid crossing 
as much cropland. The costs of this local routing option are 
not great and the agencies are inclined to prefer it over the 
proposed action. 

Response 266: Comment noted. 

Response 267: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
potential impacts to use of GPS assisted farming equipment 
and the discussion of impacts to farming in Sections 3.1 and 
3.4 of this document and the response to comment 599. 

Response 268: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures in Section 3.13. 
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i Allen Doizer. Tera Dtnzer, and Darl-iic Denza- as)?renale the clTcrt the DKQ m into 
the Until Impact Sliuly and stEi'.eraeiil. 



Upon readina n I noted you took into account ttic fotlo« aig: 

1- All the concerns raised by myself and the other laniiers 

2. Single poics, 

^- Non ([iagoiial. 

4, Diagotially only on grass iund, 

5, Difficulty tamimg around 2 pouer lines in close proximitv to cmH other 
b. Weed control around double poles. 

7. Added liability with poles in the middle of fields. 



Comment 264 



Coirccms we have that need to be addressed. 



1 1 he rilfiiculljcs our son will have opisiating around an H frame or a Sini;le pole 
structure. Riclr lost his arm 3 ycani ago. We have made many improvements to 
help him with this, by moving all unnecessary sinicture that arc in his way He 
IS the 3 generahon on our family farm and wants to continue to farmi,i=. With 
his son we are looking at a 6'^ generation of farmins. Rick's capability has 
changed maldng him unable to use some of the old machinery, but is able to use 

modem, guidance equipment. All consideration should he taken to help him , 

continue farming. These diagonal poles will be one more obstacle he has to P'""^""'^^ 



negotiate around for tlie rest of his working life adding a groat burden on his 
other arm. Ijsmg Alternative 4, or moving the line soulh bv '/, mile would take 
It otf our crop land giving Rick the opportunity to farm wiih less imerfeience 
1 Ins power hne should be done right the first Imie, for the impact we will have 
-is livs.attiiimm 



1. Modem GPS, auto steermg, yield mapping, and variable rate fertilizing doesn't 
work ,n fields with poles in them. As you cut around and around these poles to 
clean up your skips the yield monitor records a very low vield as it thinks the 
36 ft. header is lull not just cutting slops. The next year iL variable rate 
tertihjer come to the pole and is told because of the low yield last year to diunp 
on the fei1tli;!cr to make up lor the pervious low year. You have just created a 
big problem as far as quality and yield of your crop, wasted fertilizer and | com,n,nt26e 

possibility environmental concerns hy going way beyond the recommended ' 

rate, 1 he problem continues with chemical applications beint! doubled or 
!nj3l.ed : 



^ Modem latraing has progressed veiy rapidly within a few years these |comm™i2e7 

guidance systems will not even need a human in the operating cab. .lohn Deorc has an 
unmanned tractor testing now that doesn't have an operator seat. We will see these in the 
near luture except in f ields with power poles, oil wells, and other obstacles 



TmiKfi inate sacrifices tor the good of (he public, but we slioukhrt have 
to saerihce our progress of the future fbr the cheap way out now. Again you need to | co„n,ent263 
know the tanners e.^penses and try to rigure out want they well be in 1 to 50 years E.°'" 
Once the power line is built, MATL v-jll have little mainlenairce for years, (Northwest 
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luie has liaj no poles rtplaced on oiii lann siiite (jeing buill in tiie 60=) So MAll 
basically ii one imi; cvpease while the farmer mil Imv; cjnlinucd exraise. 



Comment 268 
(Continued) 



. On Dcca:ibEr 1 0, lOQfj, I met with M ATI,"! people, jjid ll-,e Morlb Dakota 
professors MA r.L haired to calculate llie cost to fami ajou:id titt poles In the 
lyptcsHors optnnig stalemcril he stated GPS auto sleeriiig makes rannnis aroiuld 
the poies way easier, enablmg yoti to g=[ closer to Ilia poles, 1 inloniicdlum 
tl-.at GPt, and auto steering doesn't drive Ihcraselvcs around the poles and are 
mcapablc of senstng an objeei ahead of litem. He agreed Ihi.t he hadn't nsed it |cln,ment: 

but his smdems !old hmi they could. There modd was very intGittpiete as il ' 

showed the impacted area of the po!e on the boanier ofa field heios a perfect •', 
circle which lis not. -llieir model showed the impacted area aroinid"lh" pclcs in 
middle of the field as being a perfect circle the width of the tinptemeul which Is 
again wrong, Aa it takes at least 2 circles around lire poles to get ai! the comers 
Bid skips. Their model uses custom per acre rates which don't apply here Thc- 
CMStora rate 1 s fignred at doing a whole lieid or fanii at a normal ground speed 
not somg slowly aiound and around poles. There is a lot of time and 
productivity lost with the.se poles in the middle of a etup field. There is no time 
Inst with poles on the edges of fields. 



Response 269: The information provided was considered in 
quantifying the costs of the line to farmers. 

Response 270: The information provided to the agencies was 
considered as the costs of the Hne to farmers were quantified. 



We are agiiin sencliiig y„i, our cost to fann arotind the poles: 
Example: 

What our yearly co.st is on the existing H structure: 

(1 )-Fargo applicattoi) 

2-till ft Fargo (wild oat spreaders), working together at 1 .■) mph IP acres uer 
machine. ^ 

One work.s around poles while to other one sits and w-'aits. 
15 .00 dollars an acre for each nliichiiic 
$17,00 an acrcof chemteal 

3 minutes lost per pole X 2 ' S55,95 lost produehon, 
17.00 dollars X 2 acres ehaitncal overlaps S34.00 dolliirs 
S>S.9'i 
S 34,00 



Comment 270 



(2)- Broad Cast Fertilizer 

50 il. at 1 5 mph. - 1 12 acres per hour. Rate .S.S.00 acre around nnle: 

.\finutes-S27,99 

Feitilizer doubled around poles - S52.49 

S3.50 per ton at 1 SOpounds an acre .x 2 S ^ 52 50 
S52_4? 
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J80.4y 



Comment 270 
^Continued) 



(j) Pre Plant Spray 

3 Sprayers: 

90fl. at 12 mph at SI, 00 per acre 1 16 an-e per liour 
W fl at 1 2 inph at 55.00 per acre 1 1 6 acre per hour 
60 ft at 1 2 mph at $5.00 per iicre 87 acre per hour 
One sprnyer goes around pote while the other 2 wait at in line for the first to ^ei bad m 
the row. Time lost 9 minutes =J230.00 
Chcitiical='S9.18 



(4) Heavy Harrow 

60 ft. at 14 mph = 1 0.S acres per hour 
SS.OO per acre, 3 minutes lost = 
S26.25 

(5) Seeding: 

57 fl. air (Jrill itt S mph, S42,75 acre per hour at 17.00 per acre 

525 hp tractor 

jininiLtcslost $14,97 

Seed and fertilizer S24,0n x 2 =S48.00 

S14,i)6 

$ 4S.00 

$62. W 

(6) Weed spraying sainc as #3 (or time and machinery 

Time S239.25 

Chemical 

SI 5,00x2 S30.00 



$269,25 



(7) Harvest: 

3 combines; tractor and gram cart working together totals $ 1 .000 00 
Investment one cuts around poles while the others wait. Operating cost of 
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Response 271: The information provided was considered as the 
costs of the line to farmers were quantified. 

Response 272: Comment noted. 

Response 273: Power could flow both ways on the MATL line. 
MATL's 300 MW of southbound capacity is underpinned by 
long-term contracts but these contracts continue to be subject 
to the shippers' confirmation of acceptance. Also see the 
revised discussion in section 3.13. 

Response 274: Comment noted. 

Response 275: Comment noted. 



117 



SieoriO an liour, foi' each corallines. Loss 9 miimteK 
l.,ossS72.00 

Slimmer falJotv secoliri yciir: 

4 sprayers optniLion the same as ^ 3 
24S.4J 
X4 



Commert 270 

(Continued) 



$ 993,72 
Ciist 2 seasons = SI 843. (H) 

Or J92 1 54 per year 

Crop Loss: 

75 hushels X S4.0rj . S300.00 an acre x 2 acres x 50 % reduced production 
SjOO.OO per crop 
Or $150,00 per year 

A sertior loan officer from Northwest Farm Credit looked over onr figures and said some 
were a l.tlle high and some were a little low ht;t that our pnee came out the same as h,s. 

Total cost per vetir is: SH)7I.S4 

These wer e 2005 Drodiiction costs 



Pitts additional weed problems and liabilitv. 



The farmer slir^uld know exactly ivliat the costs to farm around the poles are 1W 
do ,1 year afier year. A computerize,! program is not capable of figuring out wasied time 
double seeding, double spraying, cotnpaction oftlie ground, loss in bushels per acre loss 
of spray, etc, etc, etc. Why should we settle tor less' What MAIL ,s offering is nothinj; 

.^^;^1Z^^L1^^^^^'''- '= "" '^ ™ke n profit for the businessMi^if 

-t^me^rim-TVmin^aNir tlte cost of alternative 4 in a mater of months while it takes |ceniment272 

farmers 20 to 30 years to pay for their lartd, shouldn't the famiers ofihe United States ' 

still be able to keep inak!a.Jhe£rofM!svTBa5.irddnft.hefbte-MA.n^^^ ,<,.n,ake 
anothetj«,wer line. pii.s power will be sent out of state, used ,n Canada, not one h,i 



: 



in Comment 273 



We have Northwestern double diagonal po)e.s in oor fields that create a lot of 1^ 
proble,i«i and cost. We also have 5 miles of ibe WA1>.^ line running down section Ih^ 
and lield boarders that create no problems or additional costs 



Comment 274 



4. Alternative 4 seems to be a will thought out that covers all my concerns E 
Altcrrtative 2 basically fallows MATUs route in bein. the cheapest for a I 
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Response 276: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures in Section 3.13. 



fnreign company building ifl the United SiaLes. The stdle of Mnnlana slioiila 
only be womcj abom doing ,vl,.if5 right for irs ciiizeiis. and shoiildn'l concen, 
iiseU aboLii Boh Williams commeiii that tliej can't arford altcmailve 4 The 
dralt should not take into considetation that MATL alrsaciv has easaiiciits on 
some land. Famicrs that signed did so under dciris, thcv wei^ told to si^m or be 
Goiidemned, M ATI's right a way agents and lawyer, milled local fanii.n. 
telluig thtm they had to siiin and they were the only ones that hadn't We were 
even told we h.ad 3 day lo isign. That the line was decirlcd. MALT went anead 
and got some easement beibre the DEQ had made Ihev decision where the line 
*ould go. 1 leel this put added pressure on you to decide on their route 



. The DEQ worked very hard to llsuie the impact on the Canadian MATL 
Company, the water, antelope, birds, mule deer, and teepee rings, but seemsii to 
leave out the tinanciai impact on the Montana's farmers. We have paid our 
taxes and donated our land for roads, highways, power hoes, missile lines and 
sights, tiber optie lines, petroleum lines, and oil wells. The state slwuld 
reeegnize this and make sure when this power line is built that it is the best for 
everyone. 1 hear politicians slating this is so good and if they went throu^.h 
there land they'd give it to them. Words are cheap. T guess I would sav that to 

It they were not even near ray land. This seems lo me thai the politicians 

always have ideas how to use fanners land. Like the wolf and bear |CQmment276 

inlrodticlions. Again the famier and rancher have to take it and caii't protect 
what s theins. Why is this? I hope [he DF.Q decides on the right wav to do this 
power hne and not buckle lo political pressure. 



Comirert 275 
[Continued^ 



Alien Denzer 
Terri Denzer 
Darlene Denzer 



P.OBo)i936 
Conrad, Montana 
59425-0936 

Phone: (406) 278-3341 
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Montana-Alberta Tic Lid 
230-kV Transmission Line Project 



APR Z 6 iCii? 



Please consider (hesG written comments on Ihe Draft Enuironnienlai ifllffPi.^|nienl: 



OfFICE 



■i ke. 4j. „ ,„. ^ ^^A^^^^^^jk^^l^mJ^^zji ^fL H... .arr^.., ^i ./A ,,xi. 



|ComiT>ep*277 I -ri, L T J, i- . i 






are, .^rip^ A-3" ^ . , ^^^jj.^f.^.,^. 



Conirnert27e 






_j^ss,l,^ /e^^ ^^ ^.^..../^^^ 



^f/i«» l -far'* 7S-n "" jy^^,. 



".fS. 



4^^^^fe^^aL-dr^z/k>i^_j^^e^ ^f/;^^.^z^.o°. 



Comment 279 



Name locnjJiasthi^ 

6aTiftifi| 



-^^rosa ■/^Z AnL^ .h^:... 



City 



_Slate Mr Zip 5?^s- 



Comments may be submitled orally or In writing at Ihe public hearinq Ses baok nf -^^^i 
for more, ntormaUon on subm,macommenl:iafteriha hearing ^"^ ^^""^ ^^1 



COMMENT DEADLINE APRIL «i2O07 Mesc Ummm^i, 

Montana Deparlmfint r.f Environmenlal Quality 



Response 277: Comment noted. 
Response 278: Comment noted. 
Response 279: Comment noted. 
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Monlana-Alborla TieJ.ld. 
230-kVTransmisGion Line Project 








EComment 281 



Mi^hj, ^r<r.f^4 ,, ,h. ^ j , , U ^^ -^^.,y /.^. ^, j^k of- 



-J jjrifMlhr^l /^?/J^ 



yP0$S!hle_j_ 



MAIL e^f-fif.f^, f„,A 4^ ^,r^ „,-^ 



DO'i'yihL '- -'^ 



IComment 2S2 



HOW TO COMMENT AND PARTICIPATE AFTER THE MEETING 

VIEW THE DRAFT EIS ONLINE AT www.deg.ml.onWyFS^UATi „p 

SUBMfT WRITTEN COMMENTS TO Mr. Greg Hallsten 
Direclor's Office 

Montana Deparlment of Environmental Qualitv 
PO Box 200901 ' 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

SUBMIT COMMENTS, QUESTIONS OR CONCERNS VIA EMAIL TO MATLa.rr,fnnv 
PROJECT CONTACTS: 



Greg Hallsten, MEPA Coordinalor 

Tom Ring, MFSA Coordinator 

Ellen Russell, US DepartmenI of Energy 



403-444-3276 
406-444-6765 
202-686-9624 



Ihe'^Sdras^S " '"""""'' =^^"='"" '°™ °' '"'"-^'^ =^-" »"'-' *■ H^ilsten at 



Montana Departmenl of Environmental Qualily 



Response 280: Comment noted. 
Response 281: Comment noted. 
Response 282: Comment noted. 
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MATL Transmission Line EIS 



— -Original Message— 

From: Zack [ma i llo: i nfa2 (Bslatesofconlrol.ccunl 

Sent: Sundajf, April 29, 2007 8:32 PM 

To: MATL; Hallslen, Greg; Ring, Tom 

Subject: Comment on MATL proposal 

Mr. Tom Ring and Mr. Greg Hallslen, Director's OfTice Montana Department of 
Eruironmental Quality PO Box 200901 Heiena, Montana 59620-0901 

Dear Mr. Ring and Mr. Hallslen, 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on ttia proposed Montana-Altierta 
Transmission Line, 



E 



The proposed MATL project has the potential to open up a witches' brew 

of development projects througtiout North-central Montana. This 

project is not just about one transmission line. It will spur industrial-style energy 

production from wind, oil, gas, and coal 

throughout the area. What vwlii be the the cumulative Impacts of this 

dsvelopmenf The lime to answer this question is now, before the the line is built. 



Aflemards', in the midst oi an unpianned rush la build new energy facHlties which inay | 
destroy the quaiillBs which maka this area of Montana so unique, ii will be 100 late, leonnnwn ziT] 



I H Is essential that DEQ and DOE complete a broad regional pn^grsmmatlc EIS tfiil 
adijresses all aspects of wind fami S transmission and other energy development in 
North-central Montana. This study must identify areas that should or should not be 
developed: contain tang-term projections of overall cumulative impacts such as habitat 
fragmentation; evaluate tfie economic disadvantages for Montanans compared to 
benefits to heavily subsidized wealthy corporations; consider issues of private property 



hghts, eminent domain and devaluatton of neighboring properties; and develop |^ 
slipulatiotis for longdemi reaulatory Qversight, .^^^^^ .. 

DEQ should guarantee full public parliCipaUon in siting decisions for locating all futur$_ 
wind farms and transmission lines. What effect will the transmission line and hundreds 
"orSOO' tall wind turbines have on the viewsneas ot ifTe KocKy Mouniain t roni, ina p 
SweetgrasE Hills and Glacier National Parle? What about other spadal areas like the 
Lewis & Clarti light site. Camp Disapjximlmenl, the Bafcer Massacre site? The wide- 
open prairies ol the Great Plains have in many places changed very little from two 
centuries ago when Ihe early explorers first saw them, |Caiiim« 

They are an essenUal part of our heritage as Americans, and need to be protectaiT T" 



HD 



In particular, it is essential that industnal-scaie wind farms and transmission lines be 
kepi near interstate Hwy 1 5. well east of the Rocky Mountain Front, to protect the j 
viewshed ot some of the most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America - 
landscape which so many slate and federal agencies are now worthing overtime to 

P'°'^ r c 5 SnM;3e 



Response 283: The agencies agree that the availabihty of the 
MATL Une could spur wind farm development in the 
northern part of the study area, as described in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts. The agencies do not know 
of any oil and gas well development in the area that would 
be spurred by approval of the MATL line. Coal 
development that has been discussed in Montana is not 
directly dependent on the MATL line because the firm 
capacity of the line has not been contracted for by a coal-fired 
generator as indicated in Table 4.1-2. However the agencies 
acknowledge that power generated from existing or new 
sources could be transmitted over the line on a short-term 
basis. Also see response to comment 216. See the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 284: Comment noted. 

Response 285: See response to comment 283 and also 24. No 
programmatic review is required for the MATL line. 

Response 286: DOE and DEQ do not have the authority to 
guarantee public participation in wind farm siting because 
they have no regulatory authority over wind farm siting. See 
response to comment 23. 

Response 287: DOE and DEQ do not have regulatory authority 
over siting of wind farms. See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Section 4.16 for more description of 
potential visual impacts associated with wind farm 
development. 
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rCDrmnent 299 



pWiincI i>ower, along with serious conservation efforts, stiould be a oenir.-i: [.■;!! ■ ij; ,ii 
[ national energy poticy.. There are areas of (jonh Central Montana that would be 
appropriate tor wind power development. 



Bui development must be done right. There must be a clear understanding of which 
areas are and are not suitable for energy developmenL and intelligent steps must be 
taken to minimize the impacts of such development. Instead o( Ihe huge industrial scale] 
developments now envisioned, it's possible tnat property-sited, "srnalf scale, 
decentralized wind farms mighl reduce both visual and enuiranmenlat impacts -■■■■' :■■'■- 
actually increasing the economic benefits to focal communtlies |ciimrn«it 291 



u 



We can't answer any of these questions until the cumulative impacts of all reasonably 
toreseeable energy pro|ects associated witl% the MATL have t>een studied as pert of a 
comprehensive EIS, And these questions MUST be answered before the fvlATL is 
approved, |cemiimi ;92~| 

Sincerely. 

Zack Winestine 

92 Horafio St 

tvlew York. NY 10014 

PO Box 351 
Augusta, Ml 59410 



Response 288: Comment noted. Part of the transmission line 
must be located on the west side of the interstate to cross the 
border and join the rest of the line in Canada. See the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for more 
information on potential wind farm developments. 

Response 289: Comment noted. 

Response 290: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for more information on 
potential wind farm developments and potential measures to 
reduce impacts associated with their development. 

Response 291: Comment noted. It is also possible that such 
smaller scale development of wind farms would result in a 
proliferation of small turbines scattered across the landscape 
rather than concentrating the development in a handful of 
commercial wind farms. See response to comment 522. 

Response 292: Comment noted. Under the Montana 

Environmental Policy Act, 'cumulative impacts' means "the 
collective impacts on the human environment of the 
proposed action when considered in conjunction with other 
past, present, and future actions related to the proposed 
action by location or generic type" (75-1-220(3), MCA). 
Further, "related future actions may only be considered 
when these actions are under concurrent consideration by 
any agency through preimpact statement studies, separate 
impact statement evaluations, or permit processing 
procedures" (75-1-208(11), MCA). Beyond these 
requirements of law, DEQ cannot speculate on potential 
future energy development. Federal requirements under the 
National Environmental Policy Act are discussed in Chapter 
4 
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Response 293: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Sections 4.14 and 4.16 for more information on visual and 
socioeconomic impacts of wind farms. 

Response 294: Comment noted. 
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Greg I lallsleu. MEPA Coordinator 

Director's Office 

Montana Deparlment of Environmental Quality 

PO Box 200901 

Helena, MT5«20-((9fll 

Re: MATL Cumtncnts, Questions and Concerns 
Dear Mr. Hallsten, 



[iCi 



iVED 



iMSEcroR's ofFtcr 



I have been piivilcged to be a citizen of Montfflia for nearl v tlnnv-two vea.s I've also been a 
property owner in Glacier County for many years and have a home in Missoula, in view of the 
importance of the decision whether to grant a permit to build the Moiitana-AIbeila Tie Lid 
transmission Itne. eommoniy referred to as MATL, I woald Itke to share some concerns and to ask 
for your help wth a few questions. If the questions are not perceived as necessarily gem,ane to 
Ihc tssues addressed in Dratl Envirortmental Impact Statement, perltaps you will see the locic in 
my asking them, as they are plaeed alongside the probable outcome, if the requested peirait is 
granted. 

JComment 293 



I would like to begin by saying there are Iwo issues that si,are ecmral prominence for mc 
regarding MATLlflnK first is the apparent purpose and the probable residual effect of this 
tratismtssion line; that is, to help facilitate the developmeirt ofindustrial wind complexes called 
wind farms, and their potential visiKiI impact upon the areas where thev will be buiitMfhe second 
of these issues is the presumed financial beneilt of the line, with [he probable development of 
tfiese larjje complexes or wind farms along the Rocky Mountain Tron i, 



My preference would be to foeits solely on the first eoticem and pet^uade yon with my thoughts 
and words about the importance of the grandeur in the unencumbered sweep and glide of the 
prarries, as they lead subtly tip to the great massing of rock tmd snow we all revere as a part of our 
home here m Montana, the beautiful mountains of Glacier Park and the vast mountain faces that 
carry southward. They ■ the open prairies irad the mountains - would tend to be less one without 
Ihe other. It is part of why my Ihraily has lived in Montana for all these years and. perkips whv 
you have, as well. 



IComment 294 



But, because 1 know, for itwny Momanaiis, of necessity, economics is at lea.st of parallel 
importance when placed beside Montana's beauty. 1 would like to locus on this second concern 
as n relates to the propo.sed developments. 
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Response 295: Comment noted. The draft EIS presents the 
potential impacts of construction of the transmission line. 
The potential cumulative impacts of wind farms that might 
be connected to the transmission line in the future are further 
discussed in Chapter 4, as far as available information 
allows. 

Response 296: The benefits and costs of MATL to Montana are 
discussed in Section 1.2 and Section 3.13. Potential impacts 
to Montana customers are discussed in Section 3.13. See the 
revised cumulative impacts Section 4.14 for a discussion of 
the effects from wind farms on the local economy. 

Response 297: See response to comment 296. Both the 

transmission line and wind turbines would introduce linear 
elements into viewed landscapes. It is unlikely these 
structures would conceal or hide surrounding mountain 
ranges. Whether this constitutes industrial development that 
degrades scenic vistas is a value judgment. 

Response 298: Such a comprehensive study would be outside of 
DEQ's purview because of the agency's limited regulatory 
authority. The Montana legislature could, by resolution, 
order its Environmental Quality Council to perform a study 
of this type. 
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Before asking ray queslioiis [ would like to ofter a link perso.ial background , For nearly a 
quaner cenltiry I worked in a career thai was finance-related and for several years 1 was a Faculty 
A rCImte at the Itaiversity of MonL-ina and taught an upper level course in finance that frequenti v 
focused upon 11,= analysis of corporate balance sheets. I laving shared this, permit mc to also say 
while I feel 1 have a general understanding of financial issues, I would also hasten to tell you 1 
possess no specific expertise to bring to a discussion regarding transmission Imes and industrial- 
sized wind complexes. Rather, I offer this background to help vou understand the basis for the 
questions I would like to pose. .And, as earher, I ask your forbearance ifthese que.«io„s are out of 
the scope of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. 



first, i would like to ask if a comprehensive study has been completed which explains ^""'^^295 



conclusively to the citizens of Montana and to our decision makers, what each probable positive 

and negative impact might be ettperienced with the approval and development of the fratismission 

toe and the resulting Indnslrial i^ation in the form of wind farms? Do we have an a n alysis nf 



cummalivemfluences? Do we know conclusively, through rigorous reseai-eh and thorough 
analysis, what the financial benefits and liabiHtics «11 be? Pm simply, do vvc liave a written sludv 
showing how much money will reach the citizens of this state, after tax incentives have been " 
factored in, includmg those proposals recently introduced to the legislature? And do we know 
specifies on how many new job.s will be created, and more importantly, how many of these will be 
permanent jobs? |Comment286 | 



Secondly, if indeed this comprehensive study ha.s been completed, does it include calculations of 
tlie possible changes that might occur with existing and Avell-e.stablished sources of revenue such 
as tourism-' According to data on the Travel Montana website, visitors m .Montana spent $2 7 
billiou in 2O05 and their spending supported over 45,000 Montana jobs. Will anv of this be at 
risk. If Montana begins to gaui a reputation as a state with a varied mi. of beautiful vistas and 
landscapes of highly visible industrial development? To better elucidate the question it might be 
uselul for you to view some existing forms of similar development by going to Google Image., 
and looking at Pineher Creek Wind Farms. 



-JComment 2S7 



1 feel it nilghl b« helpful to add here that I am not against the u.se of wind to supplement our P°^™""^ 



energy needs. But while thinking about the above questions and concerns. I am wondcrina ,f it 
wouldn't he better to locus our deve)op„,ent on smaller projects, with smaller turbines, tha would 
service the specific needs of our Montana communities directlv and which don't require askina 
our Canadian neighbors to build and own large ftaiismission lines through our state and our " 
distant neighbors, the Spaniards >md others, to build and own wind complexes that create energy 
for export, to distant places with seemingly large and growing appetites for energy . I am told we 
alieady create twice as much energy as we consume in Montana. If this is true and if we don't a.s 
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yet. have a coniprehetisive analysis available - one which establishes ihiit the possible liadeon^ of 
large scak devclopmcm have been recogjUzed and assessed, and are slill considered worth '^~ 
whatever priee this might he lo the citizens of Montana - wouldn't it be prudent to take a few 
more n,onfhE to reach these conclusions in a logically researched and thoroughly documented 
manner, before proceeding? 



298 
[Continued) 



In ray years of observing private indusl^', one tenet seemed to be universally applied by | comm,ni29B 



Response 299: Costs and risks of the MATL project to Montana 
are discussed in the draft EIS. The benefits and costs of 
MATL to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 and 3.13. 
Potential impacts to Montana customers are discussed in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 300: Comment noted. 



sueeesslul busines.ses. Before embarking on a vctmire of almost any magnitude, whether la^T^ 
small, a carefd assessmem was deemed advisable to ealeulate costs and risks that might be 
encountered, as well as what potential profits might be realired. Wouldn't Monnam be wise lo do 
the same, if we haven't already done so? Thinking back a few years. 1 remember some of the 
surprises thtti arose when the de-regulation of utilities came to pass. Had we spent the extra time 
trying to discern possible consequences, maybe die same decisions would have been made 
anyway, hut we might have known better what lo expect. 



I am gratefitl for the patience shown in making the decision to develop Ibe Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement. 1 teel it is a considerable tlrst .step. However, if thorough research and [c^m^nt 300 
reporting has not been done thus far, to address the above questions and ati'y Dthei,s that relate to 
the economics of these developments, 1 ask thai the interests of all Montana citizens be placed 
loremosl in the process, by taking the neeessttiy time to compile and analyze this kind ofcritiea] 
intormiuion before proeeedinj; with a final decision. 



Thank 

pan 



nk you for providing this opportunity for questions and 10 make our thoughts and < 
of DEQ's decision process. 




Philip Pcrszyk 

620 Evans 

Missoula, Montana 5D801 



Aprd 26, 2007 



Response to Comments 



125 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Shiiwn and Lori Dolan 

12418N.DiiiniDnd Drive 

Hayden, ID 838.15 

(208) 762-40(51 

April 24, 2O07 



Mr. Oary Ilallslcn 
Director's Office 
Montana Depaniiienl of 
KnvlroDmemal Quality 
P.O. Box 200901 
Helena, HT 59620-0901 



Ki;C£iViD 

t)£Q 
iJfiECTOti'S OFFICE 



Re: 



Montans-AJbcita lie Ltd Enviroiirnenlal Impact Sliileincm 



Oia family owns 4011 acres of irrigated farm land near Valicr Mortnna and is impacted by the 
proposed MATL 230 kV transmission line. Wc have nsad througli the draft EIS slateincnt for the 
line and offer the fuUowing comments. 



The economic impact stated in the draft EIS .lignificiuttiy overstates the positive economic 
benefits of the transnti.ssion line, while it under estimates the negative economic impacts the line 
will have. We nndeistand thai Montana-Alberta Tie Ud. has been spreading a lot of 
misinformation to local politicians and hai to some eilent has convinced some of them that this 
traasmission line would be a large economic benefit. We have read statements alhiding, that the 
Iraismission line would create 2,000 local j(*s and would pump millions of dollars into the local 
economy. If only this were the case. 



Response 301: The agencies agree that 2,000 jobs will not be 
created as a result of the proposed action. The beneficial 
impacts from this project are described as "small and short 
term" to the local area in Section 3.13.3.2. The income, job 
and secondary benefits were estimated with the best 
information available, and it is understood that many of 
these jobs will go to out-of-state residents. Also, some 
benefits would be felt outside the study area by customers of 
the line. See Section 3.13 and the revised cumulative impacts 
Section 4.14 for a discussion of the effects from wind farms 
on the local economy. 

Response 302: See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on property 
tax savings to MATL as a result of the lower tax rate recently 
passed by the 2007 Montana Legislature. 



Comment 301 



I am a professional engineer and have worked in [he power industry for 20 years, both as a 
consultant and as a utility staff engineer Over my career 1 have been involved in the construction 
of numerous transmission lines. Transmission lines are built by specialized electric line 
contracujis using crews of journeyman lineman from outside the area, very little if any of the 
local population will benefit. Only motel, bars and service station operators will benefit during 
She six month construction period. Other than gravel and concrete, local merchants won't be 
providing materials to Monuma-Albcna Tie Ltd, Becaase of the spceiaiued nature of the 
materials used to construct the line, materials will he purchased outside the .state and dropped 
shipped to the constructton site, Unles.s the local population can cram a nine mouth lineman 
training school and a lour year appicnticeship into a couple months, they won't be getting a job 
bailding the transmission line. Nor aie their prospects of getting a job with the wind farms the 
transmission line will spawn very good as most of the wind farms ate operated by lomote control 
and maintenance crew-s will be toehnical specialistq as well, 



Tlie mijoritj of the positive economic impact of the transmission line would be the potential for 
iticreased tax revenues to the state. However, we understand that Governor .Schweitzer is trying 
to give Montana-Alberta Tie, Ltd a massive tai break. Now given the fact that the transmission 
line would not generate any local jobs and the State is willing to give them a massive t.ax bieak, 
this reduces tlie pasiU ve economic impact dramatically and should be addrcs.sed in the IJIS, 



Comment 302 
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Mr. Gar)' Hallsten 
April 24, 2007 
Page 2 



The EIS did not ad(jfess the negative Economic impact the Jiit would have on the value of tlic 
property it ciBsses. Clearly, land encumbcnid by a 105 loot' wide transmission line easement 
would be worth snbslanlially less than uncncumbcteil land. Not to mention, lost production 
associatcTwItirhav'ing to farm around the H-frame structures that MAIL proposes to use. To 
that point, I advocate the use of monopole almclurcs and substantially narrower easement nglil- 
of-wiys along crop land and land in CKP as was suggested by DEQ staff in.ils Option #4. I-Wis. 
dismayed to hear that MAIL'S staff seemed to be dictating to DHQ's staff what they will or will 
not do. it IS up d o DEQ not MA V._ to set die requirements and conditions for the line 
implementation. ICortmentSOS | 



hi Ihe draft EIS there is a statement tblt the minimum line to ground cleaiance of the MATL line 
would be 21.5 feet. This distance is too low to comply with the requirements of the governing 
code the Nalionil Electric Safely Code. The line to ground clciuanee needs to be ineieased to 
alleviate the codt violation. The NESC; requires that line cleaiaiites be set to accommodate the 
tallest equipment that one would rea.sonably eipcct to work under them. Many pieces of fium 
machinery when in operation exceed the 14 foot vehicle road height and have operational heights 
i>f between lit to 23 feel. The line should be raised to accommodate the anticipated inaMmum 
lehicle heights in accordance witii the NESC, 1 am including escerpts front the NHSC and 
;learance calculation worksheets for your reference, l-or 230 kV lines crossing farmland, line to 
ground clearances around 30 feet would he more practical. 



IComms^SDe 



The EIS only covers die MATL transmission line. Since many of the wind farms the 
transmission line is expected to spawn would be on private land, they would not necessarily have 
10 complete an environraental impact statement So the issue of avian mortality caused by the 
wind farms is being glossed over. The Ime generally follows one of the waterfowl itligratory 
routes and associated wind farms eould have dramatic impacts on bird populations. Because of 
this, I think it would be reasonable to address polenlial avian mortality due to the associated wind 
farms m detail in die MATL environmental impact statcmem. 



Comment 307 



Besi Regards, 



Shawn Dolan 



Response 303: See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13. Agricultural lands that have transmission lines 
traversing them do have a potential to have lower real estate 
values. A case study found that real estates values varied 
widely depending upon the amount of disruption the line 
had on agricultural operations (KroU and Priestly 1992). To 
the extent that MATL would lower land values, these would 
be costs to landowners. 

Response 304: The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 305: Comment noted. The decision to approve the 
line, to approve the line with conditions, or to deny the 
certificate for the line lies with the agencies. 

Response 306: See response to comment 10. 

Response 307: See response to comment 20, and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 
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Gleaiance^ '^62 



7. Ruff WcMiids is a for^est along Highway 1. Whit 
Vti'i'lJCal <'lc3ranfc \s, rcaujrcd for a phsse 

conductor of a i9.9/34.5kV effectively grounded 
iivve line running along the l-kighwayand: 
a. within the hig^hway K/W? 

b "nn private R/W? 



Comment 306 
(Continued J 



1S.5 -Category 9— See Table 232-1, Column 4 
lS.5'-C-ategory 4 



S. What clearance above a roadway is required for a 
Span of 230kV cooductoifs? 



|230kV/1.732'^132.79] = nominal phase lo- 
neutral voltage. 



[132.79 X 1.05=13y.4kVl ^ maximvm 
aperdting voltage. 



[139.4-22-ll7.4kV] - kV above 22kV-lo- 
grotind 



[liykV X 0.4'VkV-*6.96^'] ^ 4^ voltage adder 
ISS + 4' = 22.5'. 



Nowa!;sufnethat3 ^.^kVlineiTi the Light Leading Dt^trictha^.i 
nutximum design temperature of 156 dc.g F. We knovj tl-iat the 
conductor will change in sag with tioic and willi temperature. 
A^suxne that the sag change from initial unloaded B3g of 4 f> feet at 
ftfidcgFdown to final unloaded s^igatfiOdegFia 1.5 feet. When 
tbc conductor tf mperiiture ]Ocrca.!«s to 1B6 deg F, the conductor 
sags a further 6 feet lower, i.e,^ the sag s.i 156 deg Tii 4.6 + 1.5 ^■ 6 
^ 12.1 feet. 




3. WliaE Is the least clearance .allowed above the road during 
mavimum gag conditions? 

b. If you originnUy install Q-lc conductor at 60 degrees T iiutial sag, 
how high above the roadway must it be to meet the vertical 
clearance requirements? 

c. How high is the line of sight behveen the 230 kV conductor 
attachments above the rnaad? 

Now awume that our ZSOkV conductor is initially installtfd IZ feet 
below the level of an overhead sliield (static) surge protection 



d. What i:, the height trf that .■shield v 
liutial installadon? 



E above the roadway at 



a. The basif df^srance 
at clo^ci^t approach is 18.5 
feet. I'd this must b« added 
the voltage adder of 4 feet 
(as calculated in Answer 8), 
This gives us 22.5 ' as the 
Inwei^tconductof position 
allowed above the TO^d. 
under any circumstances. 

b. Add the difference 
between worst case sag and 
initia] stringing sag (?.5'> to 
the lequiied deuance {22.5') 
to get the required height 
above the toad at initial 
installation of 30 feet 



c. Add the initial sag of 

1,6 feet tfl get the height of 
the LOS above the madw^ay 
of 34.6 feet. 



232 A-3 

Tto (ext ts for/WywraWw purposes aniy. R&ferto Ifte actvei wofdisiij of ttte 2002 '<JESC. 

@ CnpyTFght 3002 Clapp Researdi, Jnc 
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Cfeararce Developjneni 



Segment 6; Clearance Development Answers 




25.0' IVuck Height 

-14.0' Ijicluded in Cude Cleaianct; 

(See Appendix A, Table A2) 
1 1 .0" Needed Extra Above Table Value 

+2.0' Planned Ttoad Elevation Change 



13.0" Total Extra Needed @ Worst 

Case CondiHoii 
+1S-5- Table Value 



Total Needed @ Worst Cs.se 
Condi tinan 



IS-S' NorD:\al Road Clearance 
-14.0' Reference Height for a Truck 

4,5' Over the Reference Height 
+25-0' Actual Truck Height (Soc 
Apperdis A, Table A1) 
1-2,0' i'lanjied Road tlevation Change 



line ol Sight ^ 



1.31' 




Wni^t ease total final sag@32 
degrees F irvi\h 1/2" radial ice 



Less Liitial Sag ® 60 degrees F -1.9 1' 



- Sag change from 60 degrees F ^^5.^7' 

initial to 32 degrees V fiiidl with 



Plusrequired "not- less- than" 4-31,50' 

cleararure 

- Required clearance at 60 ^^7,07' 

degregs f iititiaJsag 



Worst CASe total final sag # 33 
degrees F with 1/T radial ice 

Plus required "rot -Jess -than" 
clearance 

= l?equlred Linf^nf-Stght {^ OS) 
between conductor attachment 
paints 

Less InitL^ Sag ®60 degirees F 



- Required clearance at 60 
degrees F initial sag 



CDA-I 

This te*f fsfijf ;Uystra?(iw purposas^ only. R^f&rfc th^ actua! woirting off/js 2O02 fJESC. 
C Copyright 2D02 Clapp Researcli, inc. 
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Response 308: An alternative location for the line in the area 
southwest of Conrad is described in Section 2.6. 



April 25, 2007 
Mr Grsg Hallsten 
Director's Office 

Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
PO Box 200901 ' 

Helena, MT S9B2O-0901 

Dear Sir, 

Please consider ttiese comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statemeni 

Coinment 308 



~a ■ Coir 

nrXT^"^' ."* °^'^'^ '" "^'^ P°™«*' ''"e crossing our crop land in anv wav matiV 

u,^.aAZSfS.?^ VU already surrounded on 3 sides with power lines The MATL linp 
r,in. T,T\ ""^'^^'^ ™* seeding, cultivating and harvest but would e^minate he 
nSvelvfmoa'cf SaVm°Z'nJ^ ^^*" "^ moVo WPfoS' jc 'lent 3cs 



^^^±^^^S^EE!=^^^^^^ 






alternative would be morfi ;,rr»r,tahl tn . " ^"T. . J, ,,i;?i?'*.®i _"^ I^ 1° •« built, this, ^^;^^^^, g,,^ 



alternative would temorrac^t^e'ros^ 

mea^ng^a''"'"^ ^^ "''''^ '"^ °P''°" °" '^ "^^P« vvtggh Mr.^FJing h^a"d It t^ 



^'t^^nL^h^,^'1"'"9 ? *is proposed proJecS, fulATL's actions rrtaneuvers and |c<=rT,mint 315 
igotrations have been deceitful and misrenraMntatiw^ t„ ,^„„ '. f^" "™ ?-^™ . , ^ 



neootration^ haup boon Hon=wr, T„J*° P™'^'"' '"'^ i^Ls actions, rrtaneuvers and P^ 



Sincerely, 



Response 309: Further information pertaining to the increased 
cost of farming around the line is presented in Section 3.13. 

Response 310: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Response 311: Comment noted. 

Response 312: Comment noted. 

Response 313: Comment noted. See Section 3.13 for further 
information pertaining to the increased cost of farming 
around the line and the response to comment 303 regarding 
land values. 

Response 314: Comment noted. See Section 2.6 for further 
discussion of an alternative location for the line in the area 
southwest of Conrad. 

Response 315: Thank you for your comment. The agencies 
attempt to verify the information provided by an applicant 
as far as possible. 



I¥£D 



> and (ktafy S^er 



asc'iotfsofFscf 



Mis ianct D, Spea/s 
■ 605 Falcon Rd. 
Conrad MT 59425 
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Actual costs of farming around e double pole utility set: 
16.5feelx2(340ft.ll;'2niile) = 1 9creor4:)560squ3reft. |Comment316 | 

Spraying »,ith a 120 ft sprayer: 160 ft, diameter circle {\eavmq2a ftaraund poles) 160 ■, 3 UIB 
- 502 ft. X 1 .b = ?53.g linear ft. 

120 ft./ 16.5 = 7 2727?7 acres; 7640 II = ,002755 acres par ft. x 753.9 ft = 2.0/liB acres per pole 

application i;ost5 $3. I5i acre 

clieinicai costs: $6.00/ aero ( Roundup) 

Sa 75 X 2.0768 J 4 = $8t ,00 (4 applications of Roundup) 

Maverick costs, JIl.OO/ acre + S3 75 app, = 14 75 x 2.0768 aero.-! = 530.63 

TolEjl cost ofgoingaroundspolelstimes = {10163 

If we have to go around a po;e an additional time to keep tlie GPS on track it wiil be a 280 ft dia 
or an additional 2.42 acres ' wnuin. 

$fl 75 X 4 X 2.42 = $84.38 (Roundup costi 
$14 75x2.42 =$35.70 Total of second ioop $130.08 

Tolal cost of 2.5 loops S23171 

Heavy tiarrowint) Willi a 70 ft tool: 90 ft. dia (lesving 1 ft. around poles) SO x 3 1416 = 282 76 f! 
X 1.5 ~ 425 ft 

rai 6.5 = 4 25 acres/ 2640 ft = ODie06973{acres per ft.)x425 ft. = 683 acres at S 1 00 = S 
6,63 per pole set 

An additional time around poles at 160 ft. dia = 502.66 ft. or .8 acres x $10.00 = 58.00 
Total cost of 2,5 loops: SI 4.83 

Seedillfl wliti a 60 flair drill: 80 ft dia x 3 1416 = 251 328 x 1 6 = 377 linear ft 
60/1 6,5/2640 =00137741 sere per ft. x 377 ft = 52 acres 
Fertilizer: $36.00/ acre 
Seed S7.00 / acre 
Application 512.00/ acre 

total $ 55.60/ acre x .52 = $28.86 per pole set 

An additional time around a pole set at 140 fl, dia. = ,6058 acres x $55 60 = 333.62 

Total cost of 2.5 loops: $62.48 

Oombinirigwitfia36ft. header: 82 fl. dia. X 3.1416 =257.81 ft x 1 5 = 388 42 ft 

36/1 B 5/2640 = 000826446 acres per ft. x 386.42 ft = 32 acres 

$20.00 per acre x .32 - $8.40 

Additional costs will be incurred whilo ottler comtiines wait for 1 combine to clean op around a 

pole set. Also, combines need to be 

run at capacity and will lose grain out the back of tlie machine when A is not fully loaded or comes 

to a stop according to tlie grain loss 

monitor 

Approximately 2 acres around eacli pole set will tiave a reduction in yield due to oyer applied 
spray, fertiliser and compaction from ttie 

addilionol traffic from Ihe equipment If tr>e reduction is 30% or, a 58 bushel per acre proven 
yield, tfie resulis are 17 4 bustiels per acre. 
17,4x2 acres x 54,00 por acre = $ 1 39 20 per pole set. 

Total out of pocket cosis ot going around a pole 1 5 times plus ths yield recuction 52S j .",? 



Response 316: Thank you for your comment. The information 
provided was considered as the costs of the line to farmers 
were refined. See Section 3.13 for additional discussion. 
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Tolol out o! 30ckBl costs oi goitig arountt e pole sel 2,5 trrries p^us the yield reduction; 



CotnnetitSIS 
(Cont nued] 



These costs mil be spread over a Iwu {2} yetsr period so the above figures v/iil be divioed l)y 2 Id 

gel an annifil t;osl 

of farrping nropnd a dot.-hlfi polG set 

Arnuai cnst of going around a pole t .5 tines: ■ : : , ; 
Annual cost of going around a pole 2.5 tines, .; ■. ■■ 
I sjspect Itiat I wilt take 2.5 loops around eact- pole set so as to NOT ieavp skips and to give the 
equipment soougtl room to yet 

back on ttic pracfiding line and lock on the GPS 9nd auto steer, I don'l have a difinilivc answer 3t 
ttiis hrre as we hsve just InstaPed the 

auto steer rsoentiy. I'il have a better Idea in about a month after wu spiay around some GxistInQ 
doLible pole sets 



|Cotnnient317 I There are other factors that enter into far-niiiQ around an above gound power line such as 
lltniQCkinq an d locking the GPS autasteer 



(functions on -.he equipment when you r»me to a pole set). There is also difficulty gelling hack on 
the pass viilhoul the use Qf,ailiaiILEQackEL 



ComrTienlSIS 



Anottierwiii iiivoiYettie oplioii of anal (sp) spraying when there are two double ooieil power lines 
running in parrailei about 200 ft, apart 

I suspect Arial Appliealors may not want to spray fielcts Willi (2) diagonal power lines running 
Ihrouoh it for obvious reasons. 



Comment 319 



' I am certainly not apainst power lines if ttiey run North/South, EastAWest following section 
^ lines. Diagonal lines just create too noch expense in todays farming environriient I wotild l;e 
I willing to sign an easement tor a line if it followed section lines for a reasonable tee, but, the 
diagonal lines are simply unacceptable . 



Sincerely, 

Brent ManDonaid 

President 

Srent MacDonaid, fnc, 

1250 Anderson Road 

Flowerae, Ml 69440-9012 



Response 317: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. See the revised 
discussion of potential effects to GPS equipment in Section 
3.4 and response to comment 599. 

Response 318: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Response 319: See the expanded discussion of effects to aerial 
spraying in Section 3.1.3.2. 

Response 320: Comment noted. 



FertSizeT costs have increased by 30% sin ce this a nalysis was done in the summer of 200$ 
- so the costs will increase accordingly. 
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pin 



VM/ 



CommerEt 322 



Comment 323 



IComment 326 
Icomment 327 



Comment 32S 



Comment 329 



Comment 330 



IVimHiitg 

Montanii IX-parlinenl orilnvirom-i^'iiri]' yiiiiLJiy 

raBm21K)<MI 

Helena. \ir5')(i2n-(l<)(ll 

DearMv, Kn-j! 

Mofltena |.,sh. Wildlife and Parks (FWP) rscoani/e the cruical impurtince K. Monlana of 
dcvDiciime tiansmissiiin iystem capacity We appreciale voiirconsideralion of rair nasi 
comments related lo Ihe pi-op<iseci Momma Aibcrta lie Ltd iransraiKFiun line We arc iiilerestttl 
m woiking with the publie. [JEQ. Miwtona A Ibcita lie Ltd. and other mierested panics lo emurc 
success of this pro]»st.d projeel. In additim u. past coinntents, we would like to .iibmit Ihc 
loHoviing rceommendattons. FWP would also reilerale those eommetits suhmitled ptcviouily bv 
10 Smith rcgardtiig the KTS and HA processes. 
21J • Djvclopersshotild consider providing milipiionofall disnitbcj riparian vef,ciu I ion „ctlLind 
luca,':, anJ naiive Jiabiliir, ranpc, and grasslands. 

IXivdopeti should be lequin-d to provide miljsaliiin tiest or similar program It, assure iiiiiiEaliop 
w, II be provide lor unforeseen fish and wildlife impacts as a result of coaslruetiotr, operations aii.l 
mainlennnceoJtaeMAIL 

Dovchpets should consider sampl ing or funding sampling snidies lo survey additional sites in the 
shtdy area along llie proposed routes lor fist^ wildiile, ami angjhibians to verifv Ihe 
preserite,'allse[lcE of certain fish and wildlife species thai niay not he currenriv snrveveri (non- 
gannej ' " ^ 

Developers .should eoilsider minimizinj rhe total number ofstream and n 

1 would provide Hie leasr Impacl followed hy Alremadve j 

We recommend no eonstriietioil or plicemcnl of poles or acees.s roads in flowing o. ^landina v 

or within 2.10 feet of the inimediatn haiilis of (lowing or slandini; water. 

We reeornmend that "ambbins and rleirjng" of vegelalion dufUiE construction near sti e.nts 0, 

slopes capable of providing flows lo water bodies he avoided. 

We reconmend tllal developers delineate al! wetlands and watcis alonij the n 

Atm^K^ r*liAD'? t.^ ^11 .. . 1 Til 1.1 , . _ 



iver crossings, .Mternaiive 



Apply li.MP's to all eoasnaiction. Please let un know hov 



we migld remain actively engaged 



dunne planning, consmieiion or posl-coostruciion of rhe riincnt and future proposed irammission 

Proposed plaecment of poles and lines on fWP property (Great Fall, shoolini. Rangci stiould be ,n 

> location that will mil interfere with eurrent iclivities or future plans for development 

f^ev elopers should consider nntifation for any delrmKnt caused lo lease farm acnvit.es because of 

placemenl on shoottny range 

Finally, RVP IS concerned that PIS does iiol include associated dcvclopmeiii ihat will be 

supported by llie line . wind farnas lliat are waiting lot .VLVfL lo be faiished - several rompames 

have ah cady purchased capacity on die Imc which seems to indicate connected development la the 

foreseeable fuhire. 



We appreciate your edusidcralion and hope tlial you will let us know 1 1 there is anyth luu 
V¥e can do to help facilitate a successful project. 

Gary Bertellotti 

Regional Suiicrvisor 

Montana Fish. Wildlife and Parks 



Response 321: Comment noted. MATL proposes to reclaim 
disturbed areas and the agencies require these areas to be 
reclaimed. 

Response 322: Under the Major Facility Siting Act DEQ can 
require mitigation of significant impacts at the time of 
certification. However, as a matter of policy DEQ does not 
require mitigation (including compensation) of speculative 
impacts that cannot be reasonably predicted prior to a 
certification decision. With previous certified projects, if 
additional studies were needed to quantify a potential 
impact after a facility was constructed, such study was 
required in the certificate and the degree of mitigation was 
determined after these studies were completed. 

Response 323: If an alignment is selected that has not been 
surveyed for wildlife and there is a potential for adverse 
impact if wildlife were present, then the agencies would 
require surveys of these areas and if sensitive species are 
found, timing restrictions or other types of mitigation would 
be required as conditions to the certificate. For example, if 
Alternative 4 were selected, there is a potential for sharp- 
tailed grouse leks to be found along Dry Fork Coulee which 
contains pasture and range vegetation. The area would be 
surveyed for grouse leks by either DEQ or MATL and if they 
are found, construction would not be allowed in an area until 
after the breeding season. In addition perch preventers 
would be installed on transmission line structures near 
grouse leks to prevent raptors from using the line as hunting 
perches. Cropland would not be surveyed for sensitive 
wildlife species. 
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Response 324: Comment noted. The number of potential stream 
crossings differs between alternatives and final line location 
and design are likely to reduce the number of crossings 
along each alternative. The number of potential stream 
crossings, those within 250 feet of a reference transmission 
line centerline, is indicated in Section 3.5. The actual number 
of crossings is expected to be lower. 

Response 325: Comment noted. Depending on local conditions, 
it may be more desirable to locate a structure closer than 250 
feet to a stream to avoid impacts to the riparian zone. For 
example, it may be advisable to locate a structure close to 
one side of a stream on a high terrace without riparian 
vegetation to facilitate a span of the riparian zone. Limiting 
structure location to more than 250 feet from a stream may 
result in more clearing of riparian vegetation because of the 
sag of the line. 

Response 326: Comment noted. DEQ requires that shrubs be 
crushed rather than cleared and that where clearing is 
necessary, that tall shrubs be cut off at ground level rather 
than removed by the roots. Further soil disturbance and 
earth moving must be kept to a minimum. 

Response 327: Comment noted. 

Response 328: See Appendix F. 

Response 329: Comment noted. 

Response 330: See response to comment 20 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 



Response to Comments 



133 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Page 1 of 1 



Response 331: Comment noted. 



Hallsten, Greg 

From: Cheryl Reichert [creichartgjbresnan.netj 

Posted At: Monday, April 23, 2007 4:1 6 PM 
Conversation: transmission line 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: transmission line 



April a, 2*17 

Mr, Greg Hdlslen. Director's OiTice 
Ntoiitaiia Departttierl of EnvLronmerr,il OLiL^hty 
PO Box 2WM0I 
Helena, VTT 59650-0301 

Dear Mr. Hallsren, 



I sni pleised by iht prospeds of wind cnagy ns ,t inocli suocrisr lu "olii coil" lechnobgj, and 1 mdorse Ilii 



proiec! with e tew caveat? 



LSl'h,™ ™X.''' h"''' '^l ''T ;!; ° ""',""1 '*';" ™ ""■"""' "'"■ '""'"S f"""'" »"■*'"" Itis m.nsn™™,, li„ should fallow 

major liish,va; lomdart and nol k placed ypon la,.da rhal ar valued hy the puhi.i: and tourisa far rhrir hisiorit value g, view sheds, | f^„nim.r^ 3:^? 



,Wd S I '^ of Chllhcn doniam ,s b.inj.ised ,„ l„„. sale of Ik lar.d of tkraers ^ tecaLH !hc Biad is a puMie ^source, rterc 
stao Id be a olcir and ccmpellina direct boncf.t to the cilizcns ofMonlano. Gci,=™ti™g clcemeitv £s a n,eicl,a„ venmre h, onvaic cnif, 
.n r^der «, c .pon dcclricitv to Las Vcgaa docs nor pinvidc a cor„p.ll„.. r.a„a rodijaptcstathshcd fani,i„e paC^es or C ™r 
ijiwscjpc, |Qornment333 I ^ 



i would like tn sse a n™K pcrcenrasf »f ebel, icily ,»™ii,cd oa t)iis lino dlr«tl, bo»tllt the eiti,cos of lonteotrnl Moolioa |Comment334 
2 aZ".,t JSs L^ ™*::° ™' ^""- *'"'= ™' ™«' ^^ ^™ '*- "^ - " ™ - -^J *e po™ ..aerared sold taet^^ 



Piease cIoti i lei thii "lakings" uf Muntafla rcsourcfti fof Tsrivjite bcroFit and pubJie eost to happen yen AC AJN. | 



Sincerely, 



Comment 335 



Response 332: Comment noted. Locating a line along a highway 
corridor would increase visual impacts to the public and 
tourists traveling the State's highways. Such a line location 
may also result in greater public exposure to EMF. 

Response 333: Comment noted. See response to comment 8. 

Response 334: The agencies do not have the authority to reserve 
transmission capacity for a particular use. Under regulations 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission, MATL is 
required to provide open access to generators without 
special treatment for anyone. 

Response 335: Comment noted. 



Cheryl M, Reichen, M D, . Ph!b 
Palholoijy and Biological rhemistry 
^1 Pnaspect Drive 
Qri^t Falls, Mr SSi-KK 



4/24,/2007 
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MONTANA ALBERTA TIE LTD 




900. 615 Madeod Trail S,E. 

Calgary. Alberta, Canada 

T2G JTS 

Phone: (-^03) 2*4-4465 

FaK: («31J65-12« 

Tod Free: 1-B77-290.62S5 

Website; www.matL.ca 



April 1, 2007 



Greg Hailsten 

Director's Office 

Montana IJeparlmail of Fnvironmenta! Qualilv 

LceMctoaifBuilding 

1520 l£asl Sixth Avenue 

P.O. Box 20090 1 

HeIei!a,MT5%2C-0301 

Suhjert; Replacement of Tabit 2.3-1 for Draft EIS 

near Mr Hallsten, 

Montana Alberta lie Ltd. (MATL) is witiiiE to pttivide you with an updated Tabic 2 3-1 
(iefen:nce page 2-12 cf th= Oraft EIS). Allliough ati updated Table 2..V1 was submitted ' 
in our previous letter of 'Drafi EIS Collections', dated April 5. 2007. please disregard 
that particular tabic and instead replace it with the correct Table 2.3- 1 miached. Wc 
apologize for anj inconvenience that this may have caused. 

11 you have any comments or questions, please contact me. 

Sincerelv, 



i-lljl 



Bob WilJHims 

Vice President. Regulatory 



RECEIVED 



APS I .; ZOO? 



DtQ 
DIRiOOR'S OFFICE 



REOEfVttD 

Owpl triwroiiiiisriiti Quality 
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SCO, 61SHlcleodTrait5.E. 

Calgary, Alberta. Canada 

T2G 4TS 

Phoj^e: 1403) 2644465 

Fax: (4031 24S-1ZW 

ToUFrse: 1-S77-290-6283 

Website: www.matl.ca 



April 5. 2007 

Greg Hall.^ten 

Director's Office 

Montana Depailmait of Environmental Quality 

I.eeMetcaJfBtiilditig 

1520 East Sixtli Avenue 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Subject: JJraft K[S corrections 

Dear Mr. Hallsten. 

-Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. (MAIL) is writing to provide you with its proposed corrections 
to the Draft EIS. The corrections arc presented in the order that they appear in the 
document. 

If you have any comments or questions, please contact inc. 




Bob Williams 

Vice ftesidenl. Regulatory 



f.PR S 2tS7 
DiRKTOR-S WFiCE 
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Reference: Page 2-12, Table 2.3-1 |^^'^erit336 " 



Comments: Rtpiace Tabic 2.3-1 with the updated version beiow. 



Pe^ifln EletriETit 



TABLE 2.3-1 
TYPICAL DESIGN CHARACTERISTICS 



LmeL£;nglh ivitliin .Montana 
(approximato] 



jRiglit-oNVVay VVfdth 



Safety /one Width 



Nominal Vnlt-riKe 



Themwl Capatit>' for 230-kV line 



H-frame C hgractcristic 
I30 miles 



45 feet 



30 f^t on Each side of 



Conductor Size 



Cunductor T^-pe 



Overhead Shield Wire 



lilecLrJc figid at ed^<: of ri^hi of way 
Electric field at ed^e of safety ztme 



I Magnetic field at edge nf right of 



MafintJtic fiefd at gdge of safety zone 



IElectrostfitic sfioit-cirL-uit current 
limit 



625MVA'S2T2 
Fahfonheit 



Response 336: Thank you for the updated information. 

Revisions have been incorporated into this document. The 
agencies agree with the suggested addition. 

Response 337: The agencies agree with the suggested change. 
Revisions have been incorporated into this document. 



Monopole Characte rbfic 



20 fyet 



20 feyt on each side of 



230.00D voits [230-JiV) 



]59Qkcm:lF£i[con 



ACSR (aluminum cure stct:! 
jetnforced] 



3/8-iiich diameter 
gijlvaniztd 



4.?8 kV/m 



1.61 ItV/p 



191.46 mG 



Structure Height above Ground 
(approximateli 



riength of 5pan (approximate) 



Mmimurn Ground CIoaranH:c: of 

Conductor 

tVpicai Structure Base Dimgiisiuns 



Land temporarily disturbed per site 
for f ondnrior reel and pole storage 
yards 



62.75 mC 



Same 



Same 



Same 



Same 



[nmrporated into optica] 
ground wire (OPGW) 
which has a diameter of 
no more than 0.433 inches 



3.37 kV/m 



1.71kV/m 



127.95 raG 



5 miliiampere (mA) 



65 feet average 



iiOOfeei ruling span 



22.97 feet @ 212" 
Fahr^^uheit 



Z polea: 1 feet x 2 feet 



10 acres 



65.62 mG 



Same 



feet average 



460 feet ruiiiifi span. 



Same 



1 pole: 1 5 feet x 2 feet 



Same 




2. Reference: Page 2- 12, footnote 'a' below Table 2.3- 1, pommerrt 337 ' 



Conimcnls: Add Uie fallowing infonnatiofl to footnote ^a,' aAcr the second sentence 
regarding long-span monopoiesr '^Long-spati monopolcs would require the .same ri^hi of 
way width as that for H-frame structures." 
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3. lUference: Page 2-t 7, second bullei. P"""^™"^" I 
"Restoration'" 

Comments: "Restoration-' should be replaced with "Reclamation." 

4. Reference: Pages 3-4S. 3-51, and 3-52 |commeni339 | 
"21 feel" 

Comments: 

5. Reference: Page 3-103, third paragraph; Page 3-121. second paragraph. |Comment340 | 

"Avian collisions would be reduced as approved line marking devices v.™ld be installed 
every 50 feet wiihin a '/, mile bufc on either side of streams, rivers, or wetlands." 

Comments. Replace the words, "every 50 feet" with "according to manufacturers- 
recommendations." Please refer to MATL's response to the DKQ's Januarv 4 2007 
miormation lequesi, bullet #7 for further information. " ' 

6. Reference: Page 3-104, fourth paragraph. |Comrr«nt 341 | 

"Aclivities would not disturb wintering aiiimiils as Ihe construction activities would occur 
d uring die spring and summer months. In lie evert that activities would occur within the 
winter months, animals could be diisturbed and potenilallv displaced- howEver 
disturbance wiihin a specific area would be temporary." 

Comments: Replace the word "would" in the third sentence with "may". After the fourth 
sentence, add the fi>I]owing text: "MAIL would comply with all Fish and Wildlife 
recommendations and restrictions to reduce disturbance to big game species". 

7. Reference: Page 3-191, fifth paragraph. | Corrmer>l S42 I 



'Totential impacts to system reliability from the Project and alternatives arc under 
evaluation by the NERC and will be disclosed in a report in early 2007." 

Comments: Replace "NERC" with -WECC." 

S, Referente: Page 3- 1 93, first bullet. |CQmtnent 343 ] 

"Flows greater than 1 SO MW on the Ime would retjuire voltage additions at Cut Bank to 
compensate far line losses, such as those due to heat," 



Response 338: The agencies agree with the suggested change. 
Revisions have been incorporated into this document. 

Response 339: Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document. 

Response 340: Appropriate changes have been made in this 
document. 

Response 341: The comment to replace "would" with "may" is 
unclear, and the change will not be made. 

Response 342: Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document. 

Response 343: Revisions have been incorporated into this 
document. 
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Comments: This sentence is tcchjiically incorrect, it should instead read: "F[ows greater 
than 1 50 MW on die line wouJd require voltage supporl equipment at the Marias 
bubstatiorij to compensaie for reactive losses." 



Com merit 343 
(Continued) 



TABLE 2.3-1 
TYPICAL DESIGN CHARACTJilEISncS 



Desi^ Element 



Il-framc Characteristic 



Line Limgth within Montana 
(approximatp) 



Mont>|Joic CharactcrisHc 



Rifilit-of-Way Width 



Safety Zorie Width 



ilCapadt>^fnr230-kVlh 



Conductor Szi? 



Conductor Type 



Overhead Sheiid Wire 



tjiectrjf field atedge of right of nay 



Llectrir field at edj;e of S5.iety 2. 



Ma.gnct1i: field at edge of ri>jht of way 



Maj^nefic field at edge of safpty zone 



Electros i a tit short-circuit c 

limit 



Structure Height above Grouiid 
(approxunaid) 



!,^:ngtli of Span (appfcximate) 



MinimuiTL Ground Clearance of 
Conductor 



Tvpu-al SEmcture Hjse Dimensions 



30 feet on each side of 
Right-ofOWay 



fi2^MVA@212" Fahrenheit 



230.O0Q volts f23a^kV^ 



1590 ktmii Falcon 



ACSR^atuminun 
r<;inforcedi 



3/fi-inchdidiJi 
gdlvanixcd 



4.78 t:V/m 



l-ri1 kV/iu 



191.46 mG 



li2.75 niG 



5 niiUinmpHTC (m.'V) 



ivcrage 



feet ruling span 



21.1 feet® 212^ Fal^renheit 



Land temporarily disturbed ptrsite 
for cordin:t[ir reel and pole storage 
yard^ 



a roqiiired for each structure base 



2 poles: 1 fecE >, 2 feet 



2C leei on each ssdcrof 
Rifiht-of-VVay 



Same 



Tnccirporatcd into upeeal 
ground wire (t.)PCW) 
which hfls a dianietei of 
no more than O.iJ'S inchfts 



:^-fi7 ikV/tf 



i.71 kV/m 



3 feet average 



46f} feet ruling span, 



Sarne 



44 square feet 



1 pole: 1.5 faet x 1 fegt 



4 square feet 



Response 344: Appropriate changes are included in Table 
2.3-1. 
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Comments on the DrufI Bit rirvninenmi Impact Statement for 
the Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 23i) * V Traiismissimi Line. 



Fiber Optic 



Comment 345 



On page 2- 1 () of tlie Draft E IS, the ugency states: "No plans have been made lo use the 
excess Tibet capacity for covnniercial puiposes." 

Six raontlis ago, a dtjcument released by lonbritige Power Inc. (of which iVIATL is a 
wholly mvaed subsidiaiy) included Ihe following language:' 

In addition to trarismission line re\'enues, theCotnjjanyhaa bsgunto 
explore the commercial value of its fibre-opdc capacity. The 
Company has to build in shield wire on the transmission line for 
liglrtening sliikes, which wire has thirty sis Btranils of fibre embedded 
within it A small portion ofthe Project's fibre will be required for 
die operation and eonlrol ofthe line, accordingly substantial amounts 
ofthe remaining fibre may be available for resale or rental to others. 
The capittil and operating costs ofsuch a business proposal are being 
explored, as is the market potential. 

It the Company does in fact plan to gahl revenue from Ihe sale or rental of fiber optic 
capacity, would this not aid in the recovery of the extra costs associated with Agency 
Alternative 4, and make the alternative more ecouonnically feasible? 



2. Increased L ine Capacilv |c°mm«nl3JB] 

On page 2-40 ofthe Draft HLS, the agency states : "Another related future action is the 
potential upgrade ofthe MATL line from 3U0 M\V in each direction (600 MW total) to 400 
M W m each direction (800 MW total). MATL may conshlict the line using conductors and 
insulators designed to catty the additional wattage." 

In the same docuiuent referenced above, Tonhridgc staled: 



'Management 's Disciixstorj attd Arah^i^, Sept. 30, 20[t(!; p. 1 1 



Response 345: At this time no plans have been made by MATL 
to use the excess fiber capacity for commercial purposes. See 
Section 2.3. 

Response 346: In response to a question posed by DEQ about 
MATL's plans to enlarge the project in the future, MATL 
indicated (letter dated January 4, 2007) that: 

"a. MATL had applied and designed for a path rating of 300 
MW in both directions. 

b. Thel590 kcmil Falcon conductor selected for the project 
can carry up to 600 MW and ensures low line losses at the 
current applied for capacity of 300 MW. 

c. MATL's Board of directors has not approved an initiative 
to increase the capacity of the project beyond 300 MW. The 
capacity of this project could only be increased after the 
appropriate technical, economic and regulatory requirements 
have been met." 

The line is rated at 300 MW of continuous load at the present 
time. Whether the line takes 300 MW from north to south, 
south to north or midpoint each direction, the line is still 
rated at 300 MW, not 450 or 600 MW. The mention of a 400 
MW potential loading is explained in that if the MATL line 
would be loaded to the 300 MW, an extra contingency load 
of up to 100 MW must be carried by the line to support 
existing power facilities in the area in case of outages on 
other transmission lines. 
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Table 2.3-1 indicates the thermal capacity of the line rated at 
625 MVA at 212° Fahrenheit which equates to 600 MW at a 
.96 power factor. The current flow at 600 MW would result in 
extremely high line losses that make that load economically 
infeasible. If this conductor were to carry 600 MW, roughly 
20 percent of the energy (roughly 115 MW) would be lost in 
transport (MATL 2007b). MATL has made commitments to 
its customers who have signed contracts that line losses will 
not exceed 10 percent. The two attached figures show the 
estimated line losses during winter and summer conditions. 



Lastly, the delivery and take-away capacity at Great Falls 
and Lethbridge would require upgrades to transfer more 
than 300 MW of power. MATL has not submitted 
interconnection requests to either Northwestern Energy or 
the Alberta Electric System Operator for the upgrades 
required to transfer 400 or 600 MW into their respective 
systems, so the costs of these upgrades is not known. MATL 
is contributing approximately $5 million for network 
upgrades at Northwestern Energy's Great Falls substation as 
part of MATL's existing 300 MW interconnection request. 



The comment assumes that there would be a 25 percent 
increase in revenue with little additional cost. According to 
MATL (2007b) to increase the capacity to 400 or 600 MW a 
second phase shifting transformer could theoretically be 
installed in parallel at the substation near Lethbridge, but 
engineering studies would be required to confirm the 
practicality of installing this equipment and the limitations 
on incremental capacity that could be added this way. 
MATL estimates that the engineering studies and 
procurement and installation of a second phase shifting 
transformer would cost $15 to $20 million (USD). 



MATL's right of way and safety zone are wide enough to 
handle 600 MW. 



In addition, the voltage level at the Marias substation is 
forecast to drop below WECC standards when power 
transfers between the Great Falls and Lethbridge terminals 
are in the range of 390 to 450 MW, depending on system 
conditions. It may be possible to raise the "end-to-end" 
power transfer rate beyond this range by installing 
additional series and/ or shunt capacitors. Engineering 
studies would be required to confirm the feasibility of this 
proposed solution. The estimated range of costs to conduct 
such studies, perform the detailed engineering, procure and 
construct the additional capacitors is $10 to $15 million 
(USD). 
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Losses (MW) 



Line Loss (MW) 
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Dtilailcd design on the actual line route lias commenced, ... . As part 
of the design, the size and rating of coiiduclor and the impact on 

weiglitoti pole requirements has been decided ThcCotiipanyhas 

been advised tlio range of tlicnnal capacity orUie selected conductor, 
at acceptable line loss perromiance in the most adverse wind and 
temperature condition, is at least like to be 450 MWs or higher.'' 

If these larger wattage conductoj-s are included in the construction costs referenced in Table 
4. 5- 1 , what would the cost be if MATL used conductors rated for the 300 MW capacitj' 1 ine? 

Since the Company has chosen the larger capacity CGnductor. why should MATL be 
able to increase its revenue stream by 25% witfi little cost to itself, and yet bo allowed to 
claim it is not economically feasible to build the line as laid out in Agency Alternative 4? 
1 he possibility of this increased revenue stream seems great considering the Company 
received requests for 5 times the available capacity which wa.s np for bid in the June 2006 
capacity auction.' 



Response 347: Costs to the applicant as well as costs to society 
are considerations under the Major Facility Siting Act, which 
is the regulatory statute under which one permitting decision 
will be made. A revised discussion of costs to farm around 
structures is found in Section 3.13. 



3. Alternativ e Considered But Di smissed |Comment347 



On pages 2-45^7, four proposals were dismissed .solely on the grounds of higher 
costs: a) guyed vs. self-supporting angle and dead end structures, b) underground line, c) 
monopoles, and d) tie-in lo WAP.A's system at Shelby. 

ViTiy is It appropriate for the agency to dismiss alternatives based upon concern for 
MAIL'S costs (all of which are recoverable in ilie market) and yet ignore the costs incttncd 
by fanners when these line stroetures are placed diagonally in cropland? The agency admits 
the costs to farmers are higher, but the preliminary approved route and design do not require 
the Company to use monopoles placed on field hues. 

For the agency to rely on the Company lo somehow mitigate these increased costs 
with some yet-to-he-calciilated and agreed upon payment is not appropriate, The Company is 
not required by law to mate such payments and if no agreement can be reached as to the 
amount of the paj-mcnt, the fanner will simply have to absorb the increased costs when the 
Company exercises its power of eminent domain ro build the line The agency, in its 
preliminary selected action, seems willing lo protect MATL from atiy declared increased 
costs, but is not willing lo protect farmers from the same fate. 



•Id. 



"'hllri: ."m^.U 'nhrid!jepn -.ver.ironT.Vl..^ll,iii:o.;is|i. 1|2 



F!i|e I 
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This is nol ihs proper balancing of factors the agency is supposed to use m order to 
comply with (he MFSA, MEPA, and ARM 17^20.1607. 



4. Tax Revenues 



Comment 343 



Table 3.13-1 1 of the report sets out "lax Benefit Estimates" for the various counties 
in which the line is to be built. The agency discusses these benefits as a positive 
socioeconomic factor regarding the proposed project. However, these revenues are vety 
possibly going to be cut by 75% wheu a bili supported by Gov. Schweitzer is introduced and 
passed by the current Legislature. 



5. MAT L's Easement Pa yments | Comment 34F" 



On page 4-18 of die report, the agency discusses casement payments which are not 
part of the proper legal analysis required of the Department: 

MAIL lias already negotiated easements across portions of the 
proposed Project ahgnraeut. ThecoslloMATL is unknown. If 
MATL has already paid for right-of-way access to lands that 
may be crossed by the Altemafive 2 alignment, and that 
alignment is not permitted, M.A I'L may lose the money already 
spent. 

The decision by MATL to seek and pay for easements on any particular route prior to this 
agency's review was a business decision it was free to make. It took such action at its owm 
risk, and the agency should not base decisions about the project on any such payments. There 
appears to be no legal authority for such a consideration. 



Response 348: See the revised discussion on land values in 
Section 3.13. Recent legislation reduced the estimated tax 
revenues from the project. 

Response 349: The Montana Environmental Policy Act requires 
DEQ to disclose the costs to the applicant of its regulations, 
whether or not the cost can properly be used as a decision 
criterion. Costs must be considered under the Montana 
Major Facility Siting Act when making a finding required 
under 75-20-301 (l)(c), MCA, prior to certification that the 
facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives. Easement 
payments made before a permit is issued are the applicant's 
responsibility. 



Respectfully submitted this 27* day of March, 2O07, at the Conrad hcariing. 



Katriua Wilson Martin 
1720 24"' Ln KB 
nutton,MT 59433 
463-2.3,17 
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(Tunini^nts oji lilt' Draft Eitviroiimt'iiial frnpaft Statement fer 
tia Molilalia Alberlii Tk Ud. 2.WkV Transmission Line 



1. Re. Cireu jar MFSA-2 



jConmBnt 350 



I believe ihe DqiaTtmiMU's leniativc preremd altcmativis does not comply wiih 
Section J.I, Prefctrcd l.ocalioit Criteria, in that it does nol achieve ihc best balance among 
the listed crileria especially as to (a) and (d). 

Did MATL's assessment under Section 3.7 include the requinrments specified in {6), 
and if so, what was the D epartment'.': finding on this issiJcV 



2. Re. AJCHHtlelT.ni.m 



iComnwil 



I don't find where Ihe Depanmenl complied with Ihc language in 1 7.2U. 1604( I) as to 
diseounled net present value of henefiLs, etc. Is Ihts not required relative to subsection (a) 
ilirough (Qofitiatseciion? 



The"3iscussibn oTmied in the document takes less Ihan a page (p. 1-8, §1 .2,3). Ii does 
not seem to caropon wiih the extensive analv-sis required under 17.20. 160ft. WTiich 
subseclions or( I ) apply to the MAI L piojccl? The Department has not made findings jnd 
determinations wiUi suflitaenl specificity, |cr~ 



: 



The Department's tentative preferred aliemativc does not comply widi 1 7.20,16(17 in 
light of the discussion in the body of the Draft EIS as to adverse impacis on fanning. leammMSSS I 

3. Re. ARM Title 17, aiapleT 4, Subchapter f, 



I The Drafi EIS does not .sutlleif ntiv ionsider the items included in 1 74.608(1 ) F°""™^ ^^~| 



The FKeciili\ i- Sumn-.ar 
17,4.616(3 1. 



i iiui uiclude discussion ofidl nf Ihe items required by] 

IcommtifltsSS I ! I 



As to 17,4,617, there is insuflicieni discussion nndcr(7} and (<)), Compensation to 
affected farmers is only mentioned in passing, and there are no lirm numbers regarding 
compensation. The agency's lenlative preferred a llemu live seems lo have been ehosen only 
on grounds ofeosi eonsideralions for the applicant. Section 4.5 ofllw Draft EIS (p. 4- 1 7J 
slates: "Aticmalivcs and mitigation measures [hai are required by federal or state laws and 
regulations lo raeet minimum cnvitonmenlal standards do nol need to be evaluated for extra 



Icomr 



im«t35B 



Response 350: MFSA-2 describes information that an applicant 
must include in its application. The required information 
includes at least two alternative locations for the facility 
proposed by the applicant and the applicant's identification 
of its preferred facility location. MFSA-2 does not 
completely govern DEQ's selection of a preferred alternative. 
Other required findings are listed in 75-20-301, MCA and in 
ARM 17.20.1607. MATL's application contained the 
assessment of public attitudes and concerns required by 
MFSA-2(3.7)(6). 

Response 351: If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on public 
interest, convenience and necessity, will be set forth in the 
Record of Decision. 

Response 352: If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on the need for 
the facility, will be set forth in the Record of Decision. 

Response 353: Thank you for your opinion. See response to 
comment 351. The supplemental draft EIS contains 
additional analysis of the proposed project's impact on 
farming. If DEQ is able to make the findings necessary for 
certification, the findings, including findings on minimum 
adverse environmental impacts, will be set forth in the 
Record of Decision. 



Response 354: Thank you for your opinion. Discussions 
regarding the significance of impacts on the quality of the 
human environment are found throughout Chapter 3. 
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Response 355: The Summary describes the proposed action and 
alternatives and Figure S-1 shows their locations. The 
Summary also lists ten issues that were identified based, in 
part, on public comment. Table S-5 summarizes the impacts 
of the alternatives, including tradeoffs among alternatives 
and conclusions regarding the issues identified during 
scoping. The agencies' preferred alternative was identified 
in the cover letter to the March 2007 document. 

At the time the draft EIS was published, little information 
was available to the agencies regarding cost to farmers. 
Additional information has been procured and is provided in 
3.13. The reference to Section 4.20 is for the regulatory 
restrictions analysis required by the Montana Environmental 
Policy Act. The EIS must disclose the economic impact on 
the applicant of additional requirements imposed by the 
agency that are not absolutely required by law. This 
information must be provided whether or not cost to the 
applicant is a decision criterion under the permitting statute. 



Response 356: The state has no regulatory authority over wind 
farms, so no state agency is concurrently considering wind 
farm permitting. While, strictly speaking, the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act would not require wind farms to 
be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis, the EIS 
was prepared jointly by DEQ and DOE, and so must also 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act. The 
National Environmental Policy Act requires that "reasonably 
foreseeable future actions" be considered in the cumulative 
impacts analysis. Because some wind generation firms have 
contracted for capacity on the MATL line, it is assumed the 
wind farm development is reasonably foreseeable. Very 
little information is available about developers' plans. 
Additional information on the impacts of wind farms is 
provided in Chapters 3 and 4. ARM 17.20.1604 says that 
DEQ must take into account "the effects of the economic 
activity resulting from the proposed facility." 
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Camment 356 
(Cortifiued) 



costs to llie proponem." Tlie body of the Drafl E[S makes it clear thfrt monopoles located ofi 
field lines and along field edges ininimizi: the iigiiificant adverse impact as to land use wtiicli 
is one of the itejiis required to be considered under DEQ rules and statutes. So can cost to 
MATL properly he considered m allowing it to ignore the findings of the Department 
eonlainedin t3.13.2? 



4. Re, Title 70-1-2 08. MCA 



[hrnughotil the Draft HIS, mention is made of "various planned wurd energy projects 
that would lilcely he implemented if the MATL line was constracted." See for example Tahk 
4.1-1. However, under §70-1-208(11), MCA, "...related future actions may only be 
considered when these actions are under concun-cnt consideration by any agency through 
prcimpad statement studies, separate impact slaleraenl evaluations, or permit processing 
procedures." Are any of the above-reference ''planned wi nd energy projects" at a stage to be 
properly considered in the Draft EIS? If so, how do these projects actually impact the 
Department's decision on a possible certificate for MATL? 



5. Re. Table 4.S- 1 



IComment 358 



Since the constmction cost to MATL seems to have been the determining factor in 
choice of the tentative preferred alternative, should not the Department have sough! 
independent verification of MATL's declared cost comparison regiu-ding monopolcs? it 
seems especially important to do so now that the record shows e lear evidence from a rchable 
source that the cost difference may not be as great as MATL says.' Also does the cost 
estimate included in this table reflect the fact MATL is using larger conditctors-what would 
the cost difference be if MATL used conductors appropriate to the 600 MW line envisioned 
in its ap plication? 

MATL says it cannot absorb any increase in construction costs, but it has already 
agreed to an increase of S30M (CDN) from its original cstiinate in 2005.^ A recent corporate 
document explains the reason for the increase: 



Comment 350 



The lessimony urvir. L>oiail ol'Kuoienat Flectric Cooperative at the Conrad isearfng. 

Toilbniigs I'ower Inc.. Munn^'i^mea: '.? Outvijro^j ^nd Aiia}y^!.^ fur ;iif t>fii E]^^?d DeajmbiT i},2fi06: 

Page 2 



Response 357: Wind farms are not under concurrent 

consideration by any agency and, thus, DEQ would not be 
allowed to include wind farms in its cumulative impacts 
analysis under Section 75-1-208, MCA, if it were not 
preparing a joint environmental review document with DOE. 
Pursuant to ARM 17.4.627, whenever a state agency prepares 
a joint environmental impact statement that must comply 
with National Environmental Policy Act and Montana 
Environmental Policy Act, the joint document must be 
prepared in compliance with both statutes. The state agency 
may accede to and follow more stringent federal 
requirements, such as additional content. National 
Environmental Policy Act requires reasonably foreseeable 
future actions to be included in the cumulative impacts 
analysis, not just those undergoing concurrent review. In 
order to comply with the more stringent federal requirement, 
DEQ has prepared this supplement to the draft 
environmental impact statement that, in part, includes a 
cumulative impacts analysis regarding wind farms. 

Response 358: The agencies contracted with an independent 
consulting firm, HDR in Billings, MT, to review MATL's 
costs. HDR compared the MATL costs to similar projects 
they have completed or have estimated and agree with the 
MATL costs at this time. HDR noted that the labor and 
material prices are very volatile presently and cost estimates 
are subject to change in short periods of time. 

Response 359: Comment noted. 
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Tlie Corponition decided on IJie instaliatioii of larger cnnductor 

to lake advantage of the various capacity requests it has received i ^^^^^^, 

to date, although larger conductor is heavier and requires larger (Contjnueij: 

poles wilh greater load strcugth, the|-eforc increasing cost. ... 

the Corporation has, with assistance from SKC. optimized (he 

cost of a transmission line witii greater capacity and hence larger 

poles with the necessary increased load bearing capability. Such 

increase in available transfer capacity of eleclical [sic] energy is 

expected to be up to 100% above the initial design 

considerations. Such capacity increase in included in the costs 

estimates provided herein and represents most o f the cost 

inc re as e over t^revioui; estimates . '^ 

So this company is not afraid to spend e>dra money; its financiers must not be concerned 
about loaning more money for speculative future gain. The Company goes on to say this 
fiiturc expansion "is too speculative to merit in its regulatory findings," however it 1.5 not too 
speculative to foist this larger line onto affected landowners. These landowners can have 
their cropland condemned for a lijic which will be built wilh twice the capacity as that for 
which the Company applied for s certificate from the Department. 



f understand economic cost to the applicant is part of the equation in determining the 
substance of the certificate issued by the Department. It just does not seem right that the cost 
analysis apparently does not have to match up with the applicant's actual plans. This 
company has applied for permission to build a 600 MW line (300 each way). WTiat is the 
actual cost analysis for Tabic 4.5-1 if die costs are for that 600 MW line, not a line that is 
going to have double the capacity? WTiat are the objectively quantifiable costs of monopole 
versus il-framc structures? Shouldn't the Department have to find out these things in order 
to make a credible decision on the application? 



Comment 360 



In §4,5 of the Draft EIS, the Department states its tentative preferred alternative "., 
would impose the least regulation on MATL's private property rights while rcducini 
environmental impacts." Is the Department required So choose the preferred alternative based 
upon kasLrjiEul ation of the appli cant's private properly rights, if so, what is the authority for 
such a requirement? What about the least regu lation of the private property rights of those 
landowners who are going to be stuck with these structures in perpetuity? WTiat gives the 
Department the right to favor least regulation of the company's property rights over those of 
the landowners who are subject to condemnation for this line? ip — -— r 



Response 360: Comment noted. Refer to response to comment 
358 for information on a third party review of MATL's cost 
estimates. 

Response 361: The agencies are not required to choose a 

preferred alternative based only on cost to the applicant. The 
statement in Section 4.5 of the March 2007 document is 
simply a statement of fact of the regulatory restrictions 
analysis required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act. 
The legal requirement to disclose the regulatory impact on 
the applicant's private property rights applies only to the 
applicant and not to other people who might be affected by 
the permitting action. This is a matter of law, not DEQ's 
choice. The cost to the applicant may be a factor in the 
permitting decision, but it is not the only factor. 



■yoilbiLdut^Puwcrliic., Aimuiii hfonnatlot! Foi'fli for !he i'i^tal i'fur ^tided DtucmbiT ^i 2Qf''6 p 14 
d3iccl31 Maii-hX'OI. 
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in §4,4 the Department states: "Becaitse Allemative 4 toniains additional 
ejivironmeiitaj nilligatioti measures for avoidit;g adverse impacts \u lamaing, riparian areas, 
and surface water, tliis alternative presents the most protective allemative for the 
maintenance and enhantcment of Icng-term prtxitictivity of lire environment while 
benefitting socio-economic icsoiirees." Wiien (lie Department balanced llie factors to make 
its decision, appai'enlly these clear benefits of Alternative 4 are not entitled to as nracii 
weight as tlie least regulation of MATL' s property rights, Is this a proper interpretation of 
the strong envitonmcntal protection provisions set forth in our state's Constitution and the 
various statu tes adininiatercd by the Depaitnient? ig^;^ 



Response 362: The Montana Legislature enacted the Major 
FaciUty Siting Act to implement the environmental 
provisions set forth in Article 11, Section 3, and Article IX of 
the Montana Constitution. DEQ will make its certification 
decision based on the findings required by the Major Facility 
Siting Act in Section 75-20-301, MCA. These findings will be 
set forth in the Record of Decision. 



Thank you very much for your consideration of these comments, 



Respectfully submitted this 24th day of April. 2007 . 



Katrina Wilson Martin 
1720 24'"LnNU 
Dutton, MT 59433 
463-2337 
kati'inani(2.',:3 rivers , nei 
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is projecled at 1 1 00 inillioii dollars oi so; five percent extra liardly seems to justify wreaking 
economic iiardship on so mtmy folks on tiie ground. 

mail's refusa] to spend the addiiioiial money conies at tlie same lime its parent 
company, i'onbrid^e Power Inc.. is telling pfospective investors llie following: 



"... the unique design oTMAIL's, I IIRC" approved lalte or pay 
eontracrs, iias provided the project witli sufficient coniraeted 
revenues to datCj ... , to yield .$2S.4 million in revenues with low 
expected costs in the first year after coinmissioning,^ 



Comment 36S 

{ContinuedJ 



... annual revcnucsof t28,4millionbymid-2l)0y [will] increase 
at a contractual inllator rate of 2.5% per annum thereafter. Over 
the life of the pro] eel, gross revenue from these new twenty- five 
year contracts and existing long tenri contracts should total close 
to C:DKS900 million.' 

To me those numbers are staggering. Tliis company is going to generate three-quarters of a 
billion US dollars in revenue, with low off-setting costs, over a 25-year period. Is it any 
wonder fanners are unwilling to accept die notion that the eompanycannot possibly afford to 
build Alternative 4? 

We farmers have been told all of us have to sacrifice lor the common good; we heard 
that sentiment expressed at the tw^o earlier hearings. The degree of anger and resentment I 
feel when 1 hear such comments is hard to control. We are willing to sacrifice for the 
common good. We are not here arguing for the "No Action" altemativc; we have never tried 
to stop the construction of this hne, We all use electricity. Wc all want to see economic 
development in our region, hut new development cannot properly be built on the backs of 
tliosc who have long been engaged in the existing economic development. 

Most of us are third or fourth generation Montanans who have farmed here for 
decades; we are committed to the state and to the land. Wc are more than willing to saerilice 
for this line, even though it is a "merchant line" created merely for the profit of the owner. 
Our sacrifice however, should only require having to accommodate and farm around 90 miles 
of monopoles which will stand forever in our cropland. We should not have to sacrifice 
more just because this company may have to spend an exfra S5million of its eventual S750 
million. 



htlp;.''/www.tonbr]dgepower.com.'inde?i.asj™ 
^]i(t]n:.''.'w\^\v.tonbridgepovver.coni.'MATLcco.a£p 
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Comments on the Draft Enviyiinmental Impact Siati'.meni fur 
the Montana Alberta Tie Lrd, 230 kV Traiismmwu Line 



Mynamc isKatrina Martin; my neighbors and I farm eastof Diitton, On thcirbchalf 
and my own, 1 rise in support of the Agency Al1ernali\ c in the Draft EIS, I commentaesl 

Alternative 4 properly balances ail the various factors the Montana stafutues and the 
Department's administrative rules require. In the KlS's comparison of the alternatives. 
Alternative 4 is superior to the others in every way except minor impact to wetlands and the 
need for additional streain crossings 

Most importantly it minimizes the negative effects on land use. Eighty-eight percent 
(88%) of the study area is agricultural land, 69% is dryland cropland'CRP.' Reducing 
adverse impacts to this category of land is obviously critical in maintaining a balance 
between the benefits and disadvantages of the proposed project; the effects on cropland 
should be entitled to great weight when comparing the alternatives. 

Akhougli Altemative 4 is 10 miles longer dian the tentatively preferred Alternative 2, 
it crosses 5 fewer miles of cropland'CRP.^ Even more importantly, the line crosses 
diagonally on 50% less cropland (27 miles versus 53 miles), and has a N.'S, E/W orientation 
on 60 miles versus 40 miles." These are huge considerations for the ag producers on the 
ground. 

Alternative 4 also specitles the use of a long-span monopole structure in 
cropland/CRP. Such structures are obviously much less onerous to farm around and, when 
placed on field lines or at the edge of fields, they substantially reduce the long-term negative 
impacts on fanning. 

MATL states monopoles lue more expensive to erect than the H-framc structures it 
wants to use. The cost difference used in the Draft EIS is $5 million. This constimtes a 
possible one-lime expense vi'hich would greatly mitigate the hfe-time negative impact these 
stniclurcs place on farmers; such costly impacts, while not quantified by the agency, were 
clearly recognj?ed and acknowledged. 

Five million dollars is a lot of money; some say MATL cannot possibly be expected to 
spend that extra money to build the line descri bed in .Alternative 4, The total cost of the line 



'Drafi EIS, page E.S-8; Table 3.1-2. 
-/(/., Tabic .5.1-4. 
Vif, Table 3.1-3. 
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Response 363: Comment noted. 



As with cverytliing in life, there is a right way and a wiong way to do liiings 
Alternative 4 is rhe right way lo build this power line. 

Comment 363 
rhiink you veiy much. 



(Continued) 



Respettlhliy siibmitiitd this 29"' day of March, 2007, at the iieariiig in Great Halja, MT. 



Katrina Wilson Martin 
1720 24"LnNR 
Dutfon, MT 59433 
463-23.17 
itiitrin.^nr :Vj.:^ rive rs.ncr 
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MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Response 364: Comment noted. 

Response 365: Comment noted. Costs and risks of the MATL 
line to Montana are discussed in the draft EIS. The benefits 
and cost of the MATL line to Montana are discussed in 
Sections 1.2 and 3.13. Potential impacts to Montana 
customers are discussed in Section 3.13. 

Response 366: Comment noted. See response to comment 365. 
The draft EIS notes that visual impacts of the proposed line 
would be long term. Visual effects from wind farms would 
also be present for the life of these projects. DEQ 
environmental specifications (Appendix F) state that when 
the transmission line is no longer used or useful, structures, 
conductors, and ground wires shall be removed and 
disturbed areas reclaimed using methods outlined in the 
reclamation and revegetation plan. Decommissioning of 
wind farms could occur as agreed to between project owners 
and landowners. 
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4,'24,'n7 

ATI'N: GREG HAL1.STEN 

MT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALir,' - DrRh;CTORS OFFICE 
J'O BOX 300901 
HELENA, Ml 59620-0901 



APR 2 5 2CG7 
CEO 

oiREaoR-s omcE 



Mr. Hallsten. 



l^f, ''? !" 'f f f "'" ■''"' "^ *■= '^^^L ^'"^ rrcm Alberta to Q-ert Falls ^d I 

|Com]nent3e4 

S^Tl.Tr'" ^™'^™ "'"™»' >^- R-» To.,I., wa. vc„.cic.r in his boob and 
Zj u Lravers.ty of Momana i,i the 1 97a's and I SSO's. More tlian ever Montana 

zt: r T"' '""•"" "^"''"^™' "f^'^'^ ^-'--- taking igeoTr 

rea, s ate .nd „ s pr.f ne environment. Mr. Toole wa. adawnt abow the ■Jpe" o?opr 
Sd'm"'r? 't' ^"'"'" ''"S^ '"*" '''' '«»"'^'"'' the industrial ,iam 
Monti " "' *""'"■ ™^ '""™=' '' "^^ ^»'' ^"'P P'™^- i" Ea^'™ 

Z t all •"";"'*^''™^'^ ^-" » M™'-«-^ irrcplaceaW. beau^. The single 
a^ll™ . r' ■'"'' ™ "'"''' '" "' '^ '=='"'"Sly ho.ght ™i sold in a 



hcmsclves in spite of ruined land pnees and housing priees near the propased nower i 

tac. Ihey areaskntg „. to ignore the probahie lost a^cui.nrajnbs a d r ue fT ^^^ 
many year. ,n the fntnre dttc to these lines. Once agatn, out of stale or out of countl 

»Z™: H '" *"^ ""^' "■* ™'-°''-''^'^ «"'™'- '•^ distnbmi ef Cof 
cotintt^powtTberngsentoutof state. Montana is left with nntltmg butthedetnlusof 

Xe D u r' "".'" *" ""' '™'"^ ''^^''' »"« '» «'-»>^ ™"«'^^^ what we 



Finally, we arc supposed to be plaealed by the posshiliiv of selling wind power and the 
green enerev' of 400 font wi,iHh„.k,-„„, . „, ■_ . .* " " F">*« ana tne 



. . --i,^..oL.u „, oe piaeaieo Dy tne possi btliiv of selling wind power and the 

fool, gold . Wind turbines ou-ned and buil, by out-of-state eomjanies for the us^of o^^ 

tali ITr ' T''-'"''* '"* ™'= ^^™' ^" *"^'S»'^-°' ^'"''er ofjob . I 7 f 
ulX OoT M ;,'™"'. •°r"'i™-^''-^ ^^ feeing envtronnrent. hunfcd of 
unregulated -400 fool tall wind turbines will only compound the tnilspin of our 
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Comment 366 

^orfHrtued) 



ngiicuiluial problems in these areas. These towers may .tand for 100 vp-,r. in ,„» , 
^;^*ere,„„ob.ndiagresu,.i™.,™,ga,^Sti^'^S;Q;r™™: 



Response 367: Comment noted. 
Response 368: Comment noted. 



.t^TTnh f°"''''r' '^^ '"^ '""^ "f""^" P°^'^^ ^nJ wim-l amciures much a. we | coL.nt 367 



=™siS="-===:=;"S;-£:- 



|comment36S I 



SincerelVj.- 

StevcnSherbum^ 

4 General] nn Monlanan 

Hast Glaciei Park 
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SHEFFELS FARMS, Inc. 



PO 80111545 GKatFsll5,MT594!B-1545 
Offce: (406) 761.BB1)5 Shop: (406) 761-4682 



Apnl30, 2007 



Mr, Tom Ring 

Facility Siting Program 

Montana Department or Environmental Quafiiy 

P, O, Bo!(200WI 

Helena, MT 59620-0901 

Re: Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. 230 kV Trmsmission Line 

Dear Mr. Ring; 



RECEIVEI 

MAY 1 2007 

DEO. / 



Response 369: Comment noted. 

Response 370: Comment noted. See response to comment 25. 

Response 371: Owners of wind farms who have contracted for 
services with MATL are found in Table 4.1-2. In addition, 
the transmission tariff is set by FERC, not by the agencies. 

Response 372: Your opinion is noted. See response to comment 
365. 



Tiianic you for the opportunity of again voicing our concerns about the above power line. 
Naturally smcc we are one of the farmers who will be tarming around another set of 
power hne poles we are skeptical of the benefit of this line. There is no doubt MATL, 

: and various parties with a political agenda, have made a wonderful case for this line. Icommentais 

Mostly touling it's abihty to attract wind power. We're also all tor wind power. We 

aren't against transmission lines either, recogmiing they are necessai7. We are, however, 
against the random, construction of power hncs where no long term plannmg has been , 

I done. This is quite evident in the Great Falls north corrido r, I 



We look to the Montana Department of Environmental Quahty; transmission lines should 
only be built when and where they are needed. We don't believe a need for this line 
exists. Many potential wind fanms never materialize as demonstrated by MATL's mitial 

contracts and what they claim to have now. A transmission contract with a wind farm 

that might materialize can't be construed as fulfilUng a need, or a reason to build a 
transmission line. 



Comment 370 



Tf this hne is built, and since MATL has made such a strong case for its mterest in wind 
power, we think its imperative that MATI, be required to provide connections, at its cost, 
for the wind power contracts it claims to have, and he required to transmit that power- at 
competitive rates. We think the Montana Department of Environmental Qualhy should |CDmment37i ' 
examine, in detail, MATL's wind farm contracts. Are they similaj- to GE Energy Inc. and 
Trans Canada Power contracts? 



As was pointed out in our initial response of December 30, 2005, we question the motive 

of MATL's interest in wind power since their economic analysis " ABB Consulting | commer» 372 

System Feasibility Study" made no mention of transmitting Montana generated wind ^^ 

power. Their interest seems to be more in Ime with an Enron type activity. An economic 

analysis needs to be done to justify the need for this luie. We know this line has very 

linuled capability to help service the vast potential markets to the south. 
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We still remember MATL's initial response to our question, "Why don't you connect at 

pther Shelby or Cut Bank'" It was, because it would tiot be economically feasible to pay 

#e tariffs on the easting lines. Ceitariily not a reason, or a need, for a tbird line to tbe ICommant 373 

same area 



Response 373: A discussion about MATL tying into the Shelby 
substation as an alternative is found in Section 2.7, 
Alternatives Considered but Dismissed. Also see the 
response to comment 40. 

Response 374: Comment noted. 



Remember MATL expects to make $28.4 niillion in revenues with low expected costs in 
the first year after conimissioning.' Tbere should be no financial problem with being fair 
with landowners and doing it rigbt. They should be required to avoid cropland wherever 
possible, use single poles, provide wind power connections, and a method of insuring Icoffiment 374 
payments of easements and maintenance siisce we are dealing with a foreign company, ' — ; 

As stated in an earher response, routing No, 4 with alignmenl north of existing lines on 
our farm is unacceptable 

Sheffeis Farms, Inc. 
John Shdfels 




Enc. 



]iil n7/yutu toiibridijcmnicrcnm.^ 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From: 
Pasted At: 
Conversation: 
Posted To: 



Response 375: Comment noted. Montana Preservation Alliance 
been added to the list of interested parties. 



cherH@preservcnnDntana.org 

Monday, April 30. 2007 11:16 PM 
WAIL comments fram MPA 
MATL 



Subject: 



MATL comments from MPA 



^^ 



MATL corTimcjiEs 
/foiii MPA.doc (IB... 



Dfjsr Mr . Ka I L^teil 



I Comment 375 



We are writing to offer our perspective on the? Montaii^-Albertct Tie Line project, proposed 
La run fron Great F^Ila to Lethbirdge, Alberta. Before we da, htiwever, ve WDultl note that, 
a large nunber of intereatsd groups repreaer.tii ng various public audiences were contacted 
ar.rt f^onsulred during ttie deveiopmeriz oE the alternatives discussed ir ths EIS. Howe^ver, 
tjiQups interesTed in the cultural resoutces in the area were ijisaeoustely represented. We 
would rcquesr., therefore, that Ir: future discussions of tliis pi-oject and other EIS 
processes that DEQ is eocrtiinatir^g, that the cultural h&ritage of "ur state not be 
overlooked. Please add Montana Preservation Alllsnce to the list of interested public ard 
parties t-.o be consulted ay- proposals which .nnv impact Montana's cultured ■■^esources aie 
devslopsd. 



Th^nk you for 
Sincerely, 
Cliere Jiusto 



the Opportunity 



Eixccutive Director 

^■;ont:sTia Preservation Alliance 

516 tf. Park Ave.^ Suite A 

Helena, MT 5'5S01 

406-457-2322 



mail 2"web. com - Microsoft'^ Exchanqe sclutions from i 
http : / /link. . [nail2'*eb . com/BusinGss/Exchange 



leading provider 
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"M o K i f,. u k 

Pus JIHV.sT10f» 

, Ah L ! A M c r 



Montana Department af Enviionmcntal QliLility 
Director's Office 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT S9620-0901 
mtTi:OregTTallsten 



Dear Mr, HalJsten, 



We write In express our ii^terest m the Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATL) 
project and its potential impacts to cultural resources. It appears Uiat witli 
exception of No Action Alternative L tlio other Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 all 
pose a threat to cultural resources across a broad range from prehistoric 
lipi rings, buffalo jumps and rock cairns, to historic farmsteads, randies 
and roadways. 



Comment 376 



Wc arc concerned that with regard to cultural resources, only impacts 
arising Ironi direct ground disttirbance were considered and evalualed 
within the context of this EIS. No consideration is given to visual impacts 
of this higli-voltage transmission line on the integrity of cultural resources 
in proximity to the MATL line, nor is the cumulative effect of constructing 
diis rnajor line and the host ofwind energy projects ttiat it xvill engender 
discussed or considered in herein. 

This is a serious oversight, one that potentially will result in undue harm to 
cultural resources because the DEQ has elected not to pm-sue histoncal 
research on a scale that would adequately evaluate and synthesize the 
potential broad impacts of this p roject and its cumulative crfects on cultural 

resoitrces thraiabouJ-thejcgioni We note that the Elaekfeet raised 

cflncems over impacts to traditional cultural landscapes and wc share that 1^°""™"'^^^ 
co ncern. The area to be opened to energy development via this nnwcr line 



islarge, there are many outstanding cultural resources of local, state and 
national significance, and they deserve serious and careful miinagement to 
avoid serious loss of resources and heritage. The fact that there were 
buffalo jumps within the alignments, for example, reflects the fact that this 
higli plains region lies within a region where buffalo jumps attain thcii- 



highest density on the North .American continent. This is the kind of P""""""*^^" 
information that must be developed and evaluated within the framework of 
hhsloric context and prospective significance, to intelligently and carefully 
plan the trajectoiy of a major linear energy project such as the Montana- 
Alberta Tie Line. 



Si nee this EIS is issued jointly with the f Jcpartnienf of Energy, we must 
question the process as it fails to follow the Section 1 06 consultation 
process as defined under the iS'ational Historic Preservation Act. We note 
that consultation with SHPO is characterized a.s ongoing, and that an 



jCorimetit 379 



Response 376: The discussion contained in the draft EIS was 
based largely on extant information available in literature 
and data file searches as on-the-ground information was not 
yet available. Thorough cultural resource inventories have 
now been completed, identifying all historic properties in 
close proximity to the proposed right-of-way and addressing 
issues such as landscape and traditional cultural properties. 
There is not a serious oversight on our part; the draft EIS was 
not intended to satisfy Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act and the data analysis was not yet available 
for inclusion in the draft EIS. 

Response 377: In most areas, the existing landscape has been 
completely modified by the advent of agricultural pursuits, 
and both residential and industrial construction. No 
traditional cultural properties or landscapes were identified 
by the recent cultural resources inventory. 

Response 378: The cultural resource inventory that was 

conducted addressed historic and prehistoric contexts and 
evaluated site significance within those contexts. A buffalo 
jump site was identified by the cultural resource inventory. 
As this concern is locale specific, if this alternative is chosen, 
the actual location of the proposed power line will be 
adjusted to avoid direct impacts to the prehistoric site. In 
almost all cases, avoidance of prehistoric sites is the 
preferred choice of mitigating impacts, and pole locations on 
the selected alternative will be adjusted to avoid impacts to 
sites and features. 
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Response 379: The March 2007 document was prepared on the 
basis of extant data; communication with the SHPO and the 
public was ongoing in accordance with the required procedures 
of the National Environmental Policy Act/ Montana 
Environmental Policy Act processes. Cultural inventories 
designed to satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and consultations 
with the SHPO and other required parties were not completed at 
the time and were not included in its preparation. In July 2007, 
pursuant to the NHPA, DOE initiated consultation with the State 
Historic Preservation Office and with the Blackfeet Nation and 
the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes. 
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Response 380: An intensive cultural resource inventory 
sufficient to satisfy all requirements of Section 106 of the 
NHPA has been completed and all appropriate cultural 
issues have been addressed in the cultural report. Formal 
consultations with the SHPO and with the Blackfeet Nation 
and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes were 
initiated in July 2007. As stated in response to comment 68 
above, some of the wind generation proposed to be 
constructed in Montana has not yet been designed and 
therefore cannot be analyzed in detail. Nevertheless, this 
Draft EIS contains discussion of the impacts associated with 
wind farm development in Chapter 4. 

Response 381: Appropriate cultural investigations and analysis 
will be conducted when such large wind farm projects and 
power line facilities are proposed. Cultural resource 
evaluations are largely locale specific and speculating about 
the effects of yet-to-be-proposed facilities on cultural 
resources is conjectural. Details on wind farm locations, 
number of turbines and other project-specific information are 
lacking. This information is not necessary for certification of 
the transmission line. Wind farm developers would 
complete necessary cultural resource investigations when 
wind farm projects are proposed and locations of turbines 
and roads are known. The description of potential visual 
impacts associated with wind farm development has been 
expanded in this document. 
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unanticipaTed discovcncsplaii rs yet to be developed. According to fedefal 
law; it is critical tocjanduct cnTJsuitation regarding cultural resources in a 
timely way, and that this mchide adequale historical Tefjearch aiid inventory 
to he able to identify potential historic sites, districts, and landscapes that 
may be affected by this project, The approach of simply reviewing existing 
literature and 3ite data is net sufficient to ascertain whether cultural 
[audscapes, rural historic dJslriclK, and other imiportani resources will be 
impacted by the construction of this project and the potential for 
cumulative associated impacTs. 



iiment379 



Given these facts, a full assessment ofcuUural landscape values and 
significant historical sites lemauis to be developed for the corridor lo hi 
traversed by the MATL line. Fuilhcrmore. the cumulative efft;cts Lirsitin; 



large windfarms throughout north central Montana in conjunction with 
openmg this transmission grid must be studied. Interested partis, jcomrr 
including affected Indian tribes and historic and cultural organizations 
should be consulted and tlieir perspectives incorporated into final decisions 
on devdopraent of tliis Transmission line and the siting oFpowcrliiic 
Striictures. 



While we all welcome the potential for economic development and clean 
energy gcncralinn, it is impcraEivc that cultural resources be giveu equal 
and adequate consider atiun in [he planning, iinplenientatioti and fcoi 
conslniction phases of such a major development 



Please keep tis informed of any fLulher plans and opportunities lo consult 
on this and related projects. 



ExeciLtive Director 
Montana Preservation Alliance 
516NPLiTk Ave, Suiti^A 
Fleleua, MT 59fi01 
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Response 382: Cultural resources have been and are being given 
equal and adequate consideration in the planning, 
implementation and construction phases of this project. Data 
gathering and analysis sufficient to meet the requirements of 
the NHPA were not completed at the time of release of the 
March 2007 document. DOE has now initiated consultation 
with the SHPO, the Blackfeet Nation, the Confederated 
Salish and Kootenai Tribes pursuant to Section 106 of the 
NHPA. 
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Response 383: Comment noted. 
Response 384: Comment noted. 
Response 385: Comment noted. 
Response 386: Comment noted. 
Response 387: Comment noted. 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From: CalantheWison-Panl Ikaaljpanliggmail.conil 

Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:44 PM 

Conversation: Montang-Afberta Line 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: RE: Monlana-Alborta Line 

Dear Mr. Hailsten, 



IComrients 3S3 through 367 



^ I am wnt.ng m favor oi the Im. to Alberta fron, Great Falls. Sine, anv elcctricty dcvdojned m the Great 
fh i-TJ"™ ^ '? -'-™='y H™t=d to dislnbation, given the lack olconnecdon to tie gr d fS 
ihr. „ very imporiant for the economic developtnem of the GreatFalls area. Especially I am excitai 

LJ abom the development of wind electricity. [ am also m favor of the IGCC pl™7pla„ned 10™' 

P "oCt "^ ""* "* '"''' 'f i ' "■"' *'' ""^ '"-^ ■= ™>'°"'^"' f- *^'P'^"' L w n. M Ma™ need, 
g to look more to cooperation w,th Canada for economic dcvelopntcnt. ] do hSpe that provision, clZ 

^ re::rf^t^to™'ta'iT~o\~ 

Sincerely, 

M. Calanthe Wilsioii-Pant, M.D, 

Board Certified Family Physician, 

Occupational Physician, 

Board Eligible Clinical Geneticist, 

Member of Citizens for Clean Enenjy, 

P.O. Box 581 

Cascade, MT 5942 1 

406-45S-4CI67 

Bmail;cnJamIicw;ii£on(U;aiumni,bqwdoin.L:dli 



5/l,'2007 
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Response 388: Comment noted. 

Response 389: The agencies recognize the trend of increasing 
size of farming implements but cannot predict with much 
accuracy future equipment sizes. 

Response 390: The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 391: See the revised discussion of potential impacts to 
GPS reception as a result of line construction in response to 
comment 599 and the discussion of impacts in sections 3.1 
and 3.4. 
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Hallsten, Greg 

From: lex and dianna Crawford [[Bxdl@letonwireless.nel] 

Posted At: Monday, April 30, 2007 9:54 PM 
Conversation: power Ijne 
Posted To: IMATL 
Subject: power line 



Comments 383 through 391 



Ted, Rubye, Tex, Disnna and Cory Crawford 
Crawford Farms Inc. 



5.'l/2007 
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Response 392: Comment noted. 



April 30, 2007 

Mr, Greg Hallsten 

Director's Office 

Moniana Department of Environmental Qualitv 

P.O. Box 200901 

Helena, Montana 59620 

Dear Mr. Hallsten: 

I!;™^ >r '^"'" "" "PP"-^™''-^' '" ':°'""™l ™ the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(Ubli,)/brivironmental Assessment (EA) for the Montana-Alberta Tie Ltd (MATL) 230 kV 
Transmission Lme. These comments arc being siibmilied on April 30. 2007, within the e>;tended 
eomment dead me. i tntsl that the Department of Knergy will also receive these comments 
arough yotn-ollrce, since my comments mosily relate to the Nffl.onal Environmental Policy Act 
VMc-jf A) process. ^ 

iGomrrwnt 392 



am m an nnasual artuatran because my land in Pondera Coimty - the 160 acre fami/liomeslead 
that has been m my family for nea.ly 1 00 years - would be impacted by ««,.■ of the Action 
Aftaialives maimed in the DEIS. I wish lo mate ,t clear that I am not interested ii, haying this 
power line cross my property. 1 support the No Action ahemalive. Despite my pergonal 
opinions, there are still problems with the DEIS imd the procedures thai have been followed to 



Here are a few of the most substantive comments on (he DEIS document: 



TvpeofDiHrumenl 



Response 393: Based in part on comments received on the joint 
March 2007 document, DOE has decided to prepare this EIS. 
To clarify, this document is a Federal draft EIS and State 
supplemental draft EIS published jointly by the DEQ and 
DOE. 

Response 394: DOE published a Notice of Intent to Prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement in the Federal Register on 
June 7, 2007 (72 FR 31569). 

Response 395: An expanded discussion of DOE's purpose and 
need and the criteria used by DOE in granting or denying a 
Presidential permit is provided in Chapter 1. 



1 here is apparently some confusion over whether this is an EA or a DEIS under NEP A Igofflran'^aa " 
According to the document it is a Montana HIS, but a Federal RA. The Notice of Inlent in the 
Kderal Register m November 2005 was lo prepare an EA. TOle it makes sense lo combine the 
two documents, it caiise.s confusion as to whether the decision docmncnl under NEPA would be 
a Record of Decision. If not, then a Federal EIS inighl still ne^d to be eompleled, because an 
EIS ,s lie appropriate docimient under NEPA for a project of this size and controversy level 
thai potentially affects so many people and the human environment 



^,%'Z"'ZTt '"'' "" ™'""' ''"™'' "^^ °"™''™ "'"*' ™™^'" P'"°^ " April 

i^pp iC , ""%''™'-""' "'^y "=« -" °rih= requirements lo scn^e as an EIS under | com^Bnt384 

NEPA. If the status of the document ha,s been changed, or is going to be changed, that needs k 

be fully disclosed lo the piibkc and a new Notice of Intent should be published in the Federal 



Purpose and Need 



The DEIS does not contam a strong purpose and need for this project as required by NEPA It ' 
contains a purpose, and a statement of "benefits" to the State of Montana The benefits listed Icomment 3 

may mecl state legal requirement,,, bm they are hardly pubUc benefits. The benefits stated by th^ 

applicant make it eleaxtbat the primary purpose is to financially benefit the owner.'operator | 
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There is no Inre public purpose for ihis project. Tlie staled "need" used to fulfill NEPA F°"'^°"'- 
retiuiremeiils is vague and contrived and bssed only on (he profit to be tiiade from shipping 
Mouiaim energy to Canada, with vague discussions of possible new ekctncal generating pmiect, 
somewhere in Montana. It i. hard to believe that this meets requii^ments set bv the Council on 
Enviromneiilal Quality. 



In addition, it is frequently stated that the proposed power line is a 600 MW line but the EA/EIS 

also says that, m reality, it is a 30D-\I W luie as electricity does not flow in both directions at the 

same time. Electnciiy mil most hkely How only from south to north since Montana makes more 

power than it consumes. Tliis even further clarines that there is little, if any, benelil to Montana 

other than profit for n few people to the potential detriment ofrntmy. Making a profit is fine , , I .,„, 

But before we issue a permit for this t>pc of int^ational project, there should be some real l'^""""""^'^ 

public need and benefit. 



ICommsnt 3M 



Pablic Participation 

Section 1.5 I states that the DOH mailed a copy of the Federal Register notice of Noval^irii 
2005 to each owner of land on the M.ML-proposed comdor. 1 never received iuiy 
coirespondenee Irom DfJE, even though 1 am the registered landowner, and niv tax records are 
readily available. The farmer that ieitses my property says he did not receive anv notice Mv 
first notification came on December 2S, 2005 in the foim ofa telephone call from Compton 
Signattncs on behalf of MATL. This notification carne after the three public soopmg mcctinas 
held m December 200.5. Even though I expressed concern about this project to both Compto; 
Signatures and the Montana DEQ, 1 still did not receive notification Ihim DOE of the public 
meeting m Cut Bank on Sane 26, 2006. 



Throughout the scoping period, and the early stages of the DKIS. 1 was asked by Conmton 
Signatures to sign right^,f-way (ROW) papers. When 1 asked about tlie need for NEPA 
plaraung 1 was told it was "well under^vay." 1 did some checking and found out that the contract 
to ™t6 the F.IS had not yet been i ssued. Later, after many more attempts to get me to sign R OW 
docuinents, ] was contacted by MATL's attorneys with two registered letters that mentioned if 
not threatened, condemnation of a ROW on my property Yet, at Ihis point, the KIS was only 
about 50/O complete, according to the .Montana DEQ, and the State <,f Momana had not vet ' 
selected a preferred alternative. This is not the appropriate sequence .,f events and it' | Comn^ent399 

certainly shows bias and intent by MATL to preselect an ailernative while the ranged;? 

reasonable alternafives was still being developed. This was likely intiniidating to many 
landowners, and many people probably did not realize that NEPA planning was underway 
ami that they were not required In sign the documents. 



QlmiilaHve KffeTta [ci^mmenUoD 1 

While the environmental effects for the power line itselfare well analv>^cd the DEIS does^;;;; 

adequately address cumulative effects and the effects of related ftdurc'actions ,n Cascade Teton 
Chouteau. Pondera, foole, and Glacier Counties, Since this is a speculative merchant line there 
are any number of major fcture actions - wind famis, hybrid eneray projects, and even coai 
plants - that could be the restdt of the construction of this power line. The issuance of permits to 
construct this for-profit Ime would be the cause of the additional projects, which could have huee 
cnvironmenta] impacts in nonh central Montana. Some of these projeeus would be on pnvate ^ 



Response 396: As noted in response to comment 395, an 
expanded discussion of DOE's purpose and need and the 
criteria used by DOE in granting or denying a Presidential 
permit has been added to Section 1.2. 

Response 397: As proposed the MATL line has a capacity of 300 
MW in both directions. Also see response to comment 346 
for further discussion of line capacity. Public need and 
benefits are discussed in sections 1.2 and 3.13 of this 
document. 

Response 398: The commenter's property may have been 

inadvertently omitted from the original public notification in 
December 2005. DOE directly mailed the commenter a copy 
of the June 7, 2007, Notice of Intent to prepare this EIS and to 
conduct public scoping and will retain her address on the 
mailing list for all future notifications on this project. 

Response 399: Comment noted. MATL is not prohibited from 
seeking easements in advance of obtaining approval from 
DEQ. 

Response 400: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 and responses to comments 93b, 216, and 283. 
The agencies have assumed that wind farms are reasonably 
foreseeable as a result of construction of the transmission 
line, but it is not possible to anticipate any other form of 
energy development. Many of the generation projects 
referred to by the commenter are not yet well defined; 
however, DOE has determined their probability of 
development to be reasonably foreseeable and they are 
therefore considered in the cumulative effects section. The 
agencies are not aware of future potential plans for energy 
development projects that would be dependent upon the 
MATL line. 
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fGorrtmued) 



hni,nd would not requ,„ furihci NEPA andy.,s, Thcrrforc, a more Ihorough review oT^^iH^ 
Mm, actions and cumulaiive effects is warranted. If it i. unclear wiu,i the effcc. mjght be th™ 
this line should not be permitted. 



Wind energy can be a desirable t>p= of energy devclopmenl if it rc-pLnces fossil fuels and dirtier ' 
types oi energy generation and is L>.sed locally. But it still has an impact. Additional wind | com,nBnt40i 



generation in Montana at this pomt only adds to the environmental impacts .md tltc number b | 
oot print of energy rtevdopmert projects with no real beneni lo the people o f Montana other 
man profit for a few. | 



If MAIL already has comnnttttents to purchase transmission capabiliiy on the line, then there 
should be more nlfonnaUon available as to what the related actions (energy |Comnisnt402 

developments/substations/othcr) will be. No decision document should be i.s.,ued until thklT 
better disclosure ofrelated future actions and cumulative effects. 



ICommont 403 



'^icjoeconomiclssues 

If an action altemanve is approved, MATL should not have the right to decide how manv^^Iite 
of monopoles t i. willmg' to build, Monopoles should be required tus a condition of th'e pemtit 
m areas where they are feasible, desirable or requested, such as m farm fields, Con^er^^ation 
Reserve Program lands, scenic areas, and sensitive wildlife areas. MATL should make eveiT 
reasonable aecommodation to affected landowners along the proposed route. 



"il^ att' ^^'"■^8f*P'',2 <"' V^i^ 4-IS should be lemoveJ from this document alloj-ether It stales- 
MATL has already negotiated easements across portions of the proposed Project aliment ' 
The cost to MA . ,s unkaown. IfMAT, . has already paid for n'sht-of-way access toTn hat 
may be cross by he .Alternative 2 alignment, and that aJignmeiit is not permitted, MATL may 
lose the money already .spent." Ibis is both vague and irrelevanL MATL did not follow |com™nt404 
procedure and the costs involved ,n their attempts to eoeree landowner to sign premature ROW 
agreements shtwid not be considered or oven mentioned. 



Sincerely. 

Valerie'J. Maylor 

Valeric J. Naylor 

Box 356 

Medora, North Dakota 5SS4.1 

(701)623-2806 

.Sent by e-mail on 4.''30/(17. Ilanl copy lo follo' 



Response 401: Comment noted. 

Response 402: Although the capacity of the proposed 

transmission line has been fully subscribed, there is a degree 
of uncertainty regarding the exact design and location of 
energy projects that would connect to the proposed line. 
Chapter 4 contains a discussion of the general impacts 
associated with wind farm development and operation. 

Response 403: Comment noted. 

Response 404: Comment noted. The statement in Section 4.5 of 
the March 2007 document (now in Section 4.20), is simply a 
statement of fact of the regulatory restrictions analysis 
required by the Montana Environmental Policy Act. The 
legal requirement to disclose the regulatory impact on the 
applicant's private property rights applies only to the 
applicant and not to other people who might be affected by 
the permitting action. This is a matter of law, not DEQ's 
choice. The cost to the applicant may be a factor in the 
permitting decision, but it is not the only factor. MATL is not 
prohibited from seeking easements in advance of obtaining 
approval from DEQ. 
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April 30, 2007 

ATTN: Tom Ring aud Greg Halisim 
Montana Departmeiii ofEavironmctital Quality 
Dirt^clof s Office 
PO Box 20090 1 
Helena, MT 59620-0901 

M: Mimtaiia Alberta Tie T,ul. Transmission Line, Sections 29, 30. 32. Townsliip 24N, 
Range 2E 

Dear Sire: 



As a landowner and lessee strongly affected by the Montana Alberta Tic proposal, I liave 
many concerns with tills issue. Although I am aunipletely in favor of developing 
altematiTe energy sources and hope to he a part of such developments, I do not believe 
the current proposal fairly treats landowners lile me. rr— 



My concents are similar to those being eTtpresscd by many landowners. First, the 
placement of the power poles should be along section lines in order lo minimize the 
impact on farmland whenever possible, rather than on the diagonal as being proposed in 
many fields. 



Nexl, I realize the use of nionopoles is more expensive for the developers of this project! 

i-iowcvor, monopoles should be required unless expressly agreed to by the individual IComment 406 
landowners since the monopoles are unquestionably easier to deal with on faniiland. | 



Response 405: Comment noted. 

Response 406: Comment noted. 

Response 407: See response to comment 8. 

Response 408: Comment noted. See response to comment 8. 

Response 409: Comment noted. This EIS does not deal with 
compensation to farmers from wind farms. See Chapters 3 
and 4 for discussions of the impacts to the local area from 
wind farms. The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 



Response 410: Comment noted. 



The larger issue of eminent domain is not easy to address. However, I do not believe 
anyone wotild ai-gue with the fact that it was NOT mtended to ailow for-profit businessts 
the rigiit lo impose upon other landowners' property for their own financial benelit. In 

essence, I am being forced lo let a privately owned business place equipment on my r^ 

property that will make thera millions of dollars and do nothing but cost me. I °"'™ 



It would be ridiculoHS to think that a for-profit business could force someone living in 
Orcat Falls, Missoula, Kahspell, or any city or town, to put a tr,insmission tower directly 
in their front yard and pay them a muiuiial amount such as $50/year as compensation vei 
because our property is out of town, this is somehow allowable. Why the double \ 
standardV 



Comment 408 



It is cunous to me that most farmeis in the state would gljidly consider having w 
turbines placed upon their property because the level of compensation makes is 
advantageous. Since wind turbines do little or no good i f there is no transmission line to 
carry the resultmg electricity. I do not understand why those being '-asked" to host ihe 
transmission line are not receiving a similar level of benefit. The token anioiiut being 
OlTcrcd by M AILin^ iach pow r -r pnlp i s n oHaiQuj4uo4Bal .ic th em a ba n e f it a t a l l. ' Thg--. 
45' right-of-way easement plus tlie 60' safety zone amounts to 105' through the middle 



ICommemt 409 



Comment 410 
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Comment 410 
(ContinLted) 



ofmany oCniy fields that I must allow people access to at all times and that 1 can exercise 
little or no control over. If the owners oC this proposal line wojid fairly cnmpensatc 
landowners, many people would be offering to have die poles placed on their property, 
me being one. 



Response 411: MATL's proposal does not include subleasing the 
easement for buried lines. 

Response 412: Comment noted. 



Finally, I understiuid that MATL may even choose to sublease part ofthc proposed P"'""""'''" 
easements for other purposes such as buried lines, etc. The $50 per pole per year lioes 
nothing to compeitsate for this type of intrusion. 



Please consider this proposal from the perspective of the landowners and work to | Comment 412 
complete this project in amannerlhal is favorable lor us as well. Allowing a pnvate 
business to line (heir pockets by intruding on individual property rights is not tlie right I 
course o f action. 

Sincerely, 



Tim Johnson 

22701 4* Road NE 

Duttoir,MT 59433 

(406) 463-2207 or (406) 899-2428 

cc: Senator Max Baticiis 
Senator Jon Tester 
The Honorable Dennis Rehlierg 
Governor Brian Schweilzer 
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ir^ctR a signed copy 
'iV. 2007} 



this Tetter 0:1 park tetterhead ; 



ailed on AugjEt 



ftpril 3G, 2O07 

Montana Eepart-.5nc Of Knviro-irnental OuaHty 

Director's oi^fice 

PO Boj; 2O0S01 

Helena, MT .'i962Q-C3Cl 

Attn ; 3reg H^llsten 



Re -. 



Di-alt EIS tur the proposed Morcana Alh^rca Te Ltd Tr 
? [MftrL! 



Glacier National Park has 



tr. 



. , , . i-iawed the Draft 313 Car the prooosed KUTL 

n.,Tn_ssion line and clearly understands that One of the benefit- nf 
-11= line would a» alternative energy production in the form nf ■■■■-a 
arras on lands east of the 



,, . ■ Par;<'5 boundary. We are supportive of 

alternative anergy deve 1 optient , including wind energy, aa a national 



While construction of the proposed line vould have little it anv 
tlf r' "T'lf^" ^o'^^-^^i" sationa. Park, „e strongly reccm,t«nd ihat 
tr.e Irnal El,. pro>,rM more detailed evaluation of the lines cu-iulat'VP 
impacts including wind term development. The Seaorlptior of iTioa-tc'to 
migrating raptors and other wildlife found in chaotet 4 is curioi^-'and 
^eveiit T'Tt """ '" '""''■■■"" " ■^— it--- «- --he anticipated 
""t-gated " '"'"'-'"' "" '*" "'^= '■" ™-- -=" -^-- -"i^ 

nt Lathed to thia letter are oor.mants that ulaclar Kational Pa-k 
aubmitted to the Bonneyllle Pawer Adminlstratior in 2(151 for -he 
proiioaed B.aokfeet Wind Proient near Brovninq, Pontara. of parti cular 
r,l.va„ty to the mbtl project are the contornp identified in the latter 

tt; neefto'cond;,^^" "■■"', "■"^""' '"'' "".'"^ery ^lldlilc .peciea ana 
cne nee:;] to conduit vLsia-.lic/ a^iSi^s^sTTicnLs . 



Thank you for thfi opportuiiity Lu comratint. 



Hiirhael O.HOlrn 
Superi.ntsilricnt 



sltionarp-r^^''''^*'"''' "^""^ ^^^-1^'=^. 2>J0:. Scop.ng cc^mm^nc.. fror. nLan 
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Hallsten, Greg 



FromJ 
Pasted At; 
Conversittion: 
Posted Tp: 

Subject: 



Brace_Neyden@nps.gov 

Monday, April 30, 2007 4:56 PM 

DraB EIS for the proposetl MATL tisnsmisslon line 

MATL 

Dralt EIS for itie proposed MATL transmission line 



i]^ 



1ATL EIS communis 
-Glacier rJa... 

Attn: Oreo Hh listen 
MontflTia Dept of Environmetal Gusli ty 



Attached ar? Glisci.?r Motional ^ark'L^ yomr 



nta oji Lhe Drafi SiH for 3ha proposed MAT!. 



tra^Bmission linn. A h:;j,-d copy ti£ thf'.SH comQent^ were in^iled toda, 
{S^e .itL^^ch^r] I.Ll^. MAIL - 1 ^J coTrmeat= - Glacici National t^^rk.docj 

Pealonal Issues Specialisr 
Glacier National Park 
West Cla':;ier HI 59S3ch 

['1061 eaa-7si3 

bjrace^liaydensnps . gov 
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United States Department of the Interior 



NATIONAL PAKK SERVICE 

Glacier Nsiioniil ]^ark 

Wesi Clacier. Montana 5a9Sfi 



April 30, 2007 

Montana Depart™ em of tnviromiicntd Quality- 
Director's Office 
PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT 59620-090] 
Attn; Crcj^ 1 lallsten 

Re: Draft EIS for the propped .Mmtada Alberta Tk Ltd Transmission T.tne (MATL) 
J>ear Mr, Kailsten, 




Response 413: Comment noted. 

Response 414: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 and the response to comment 20. The impacts 
of wind farm development on wildlife are also described in 
Chapter 4. No wind farm monitoring program is proposed 
as a result of the agency actions proposed. 



ComrTTent413 



Glauer Nauor^a! Park ha. reviewed the Draft EtS tbr the propped MATL !ransm!..ion Im^I^ 
dearly understands tfci, one ofthc benefits rfthb line ,™uld be alternative energy produefon in 
.he tonn of v.,„d tamr. on knd. east oflhe park's boundary. We are supportive ondterrmrive 
energy development, including wind Biiergy, as a national goal, 

W liifc eoitstruLtion ot the piopMed line would iave little, if any, din^et impact., upon Glacier |5= 
lines cumulative impacts inelnding wnid lara, development. The description of impacts to 
TJT^,T-7"^ f r ^'"?"- '*= ^™'' '" "'"'f''' * '^ ™^="J' ""■' '''""1'^ be expanded npon to 



At aehed to lliis letter arc ranmiems that Glacier National ParK submitted to the BonnevUle Po«W 
Adinmistrat.™ ,n 2U0I for the proposed Blaekfeet Wind Project near Drowning, Montana. Of 
particular relet™,cy to the MATL project arc the concerns ifetificd In tlie lelt': ^vith n^gardito 
mtpocts to tesidcnl and mieralory wildlife species and the need lo conduct visibility assessments 



|Comrrent415 



Ihank you for the opportunity' tu comment 
Sincerely, 

MicKaelO.Holm 
Superintendent 



Allacbment: Blaekfeet Wind Project, 2001 Scoping con.racnls from Gl 

Take pRiDE 'to».. » 



CtitJ 
■StSfCJOR'S OFFICE 

lacier Katiomtl Park 
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United States Department of the Interii 



lor 



REF-LYRtFEft l(] 



NATICIK,-iLI'ARKSF.RVICI- 

Glackr Nari^ml I'ark 

^Veif Glacier. Mtjucana 559^fi 



A3823 

iwr 25 m 



Response 415: Comment noted. The letter written to BPA 

concerns a specific wind farm project proposed not far from 
the eastern border of Glacier National Park. It raises issues 
about potential impacts that might occur if the MATL line is 
constructed. 

Response 415a: See the revised discussion of cumulative 
impacts in Chapter 4. 



Bonneville Power Administration 

Actn: Sarah Braniiin Environmental Project Lead - KHC-4 

Post Otfiue Eos 12999 

Poitland.OiT;gon 97212 

Re; Scoping eummenrs for EIS on Blackfist Wind Project 
Dear Ms Branutn: 

atironm™,7T '''* 'f '''""'"'' '^ '°"™'"S "'''' ">« =h*ld be addressed ,n the 
Environmental Impact Statement lor the proposed Blacklcet Wind Generation Project 

!. tapacis to resident and migratory wildlife species ICommeni4i5a| 



"^Tc^rTl'V""'^'"^'"'^ ^'^^'' """^ ''^■■'Sn™ ftlcons, and watetfowi have been 
documented during migration in the vicinitv of the raoiect arpi Th, pi<; k m u 

fn'jn™^,'''™''^f' "' ''""'"' ™''S""™ ''"'™^ to ^'^duee impacts to avian speeie, 
ondSr^S;^-^:^-^-^^~^^ce..r..d.e. 



2. Visibility of the project 



Dominerit4l5b 



Visi bility assessments should be made from selected points along Hi ehwavs S9 and 4fi4 t n„rl- 
Lake Road) as well as from selected locations w.thin Olacter Nadonafplrk o !lo„' pt^k 
.ppronch roads, Glacier National Park has digital elevation to for land^ ttthinrte ,^1 and 



Response 415b: Visibility assessments are typically completed 
when detailed information is available for both viewer 
locations and project components. Although the comment 
identifies viewer locations (Highways 89 and 464 on the 
Blackfeet Reservation, locations within Glacier National 
Park, and along park approach roads), detailed information 
is lacking on the location and design of individual wind 
farms. Therefore, it is not possible to complete visibility 
assessments for most wind farms at this time. 

A general location is known for the proposed McCormick 
Ranch wind farm, southeast of Cut Bank, north of the Marias 
River and east of the Sullivan Bridge Road. Applying the 
Sinclair-Thomas matrix to this wind farm, limits of visibility 
could be expected to extend up to 18 miles beyond the wind 
farm. Portions of this wind farm would be visible from 
viewpoints along US Highway 2 east of Cut Bank (4-6 miles 
distant) and potentially some portions of Highway 89 as it 
leaves the Blackfeet Reservation (15 miles distant), but 
visibility would not be expected to extend to more distant 
segments of Highway 89 or to Highway 464. Viewpoints 
within Glacier National Park more than 50 miles to the west 
would be beyond the range of visibility for the McCormick 
Ranch wind farm. Individual developers of wind farms 
could consider mitigation for turbine siting, height, or color 
as desired. 
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Comment 41 5 b 
(Contirrjed) 



TCb^MifZ™" ^ *' ^'"f ^^' '"^^" '^-''^^ '"=™ »h™ld be avoilable from th. Blactfeel 
1 nbe. Mihg^tmn measures such as s.tmg, height, and .olor of the towers should be considered. 



3. Assessment of new transmission lines 

™iS « *r^,?n """'m " "' '^' ''''^'' '''""' ^»P'"E ^^<=""K ^'-«^ *at power 

f 2 tcre subm ,In T ' "™ ^ 'T' ^f ™"=^ '" underground line or overhead cables to a new 

eval^ated^n t EIS ™''"' "'"'^ "'"'" ''"'""''''' '"'='"^'"e visib.hty, should also be 

4, Importance of the proje.1 to the meeting energy needs and to protecmg air quality. 
^EIS should discuss the project's role in meeting national electricity needs as »eU as Chi 

to^Ulauer National Park, wh.ch ,s classified as a aa.,s 1 Air Quality Area under the Clean Air 



|Comment415c| 



m/mtlf^'l,rT/?' *'' P''°J'" "" ■'^^ H^>'^™ (406-S88-79I3) and Jack Potter 

KSn^i pi^r-: sSfttLis^;:::::;''™ -^"^^^-^ ^-^ ^^'^ ^™ ™'^'" -^ ^-™ *^ 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment, 
Sincerelv, 




Suzanne'Lewis 
Superintendent 

Enclosure 
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Response 415c: This comment refers to the wind farm being 
considered at that time and does not address the proposed 
transmission line. 
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Response 416: Comment noted. 
Response 417: Comment noted. 
Response 418: Comment noted. 
Response 419: See response to comment 346. 
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Hallsten, Greg 



From: Erin S Amanda Doheny [eadoheny@letonwireless,nel] 

Posted Atr Monday, April 30, 2007 4-31 PM 
Conversatiort: power lines 
Posted To' MATL 



Subject 



fJDwer lines 



ICommenlB 416 through 41 



1416] Hello I am a farmer from Dullon, Mt and have land near the Collins pxit We fpsl fhal thi« nr,,.,™ i- ■ 



Eric Doheny 
C&E Farms 
2490 22"' lane NE 
Dutlon. Mt 59433 

406-627-2286 



-5,' 1. '2007 
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RAPTOR VIEW Research Institute 



P O . H n X 132 



LMJLA, HI F.-^i\n(, . ■in[;,;is,cj,i3 j^ai,_ 



VVW.RAI'TnPVIiVV.nii 



April 25. 2007 

Mr. Kichqrd Opper 

Dept. of I'jiworrnental QtjaHtj' 

PO.Box200Ml 

Helena, MT 55620 05OI 

Dear Mr. Opper 






I Comment 420 









- -- IComnierTt 424 I 

Please la LS luin» if wc an be of any hctp with jour process. 



Response 420: See responses to comments 20 and 22 and the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 421: Preliminary avian studies have been completed 
for the planned Naturener USA wind farm south of Ethridge 
and north of the Marias River. Invenergy plans on 
conducting recommended avian studies but is not yet far 
enough along in project development of two projects in the 
Conrad and Cut Bank areas to have completed such studies. 
The status of Wind Hunter's avian study is not known. See 
responses to comments 22 and 238 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4 for additional 
information. 

Response 422: Potential mitigating measures to reduce impacts 
from wind farm development are indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. and 
Appendix O. . 

Response 423: See response to comment 239. 

Response 424: Comment noted. 



SillCepclv? 



ilri^Lo- 



Ruben Dojneiiecli, hxeairive Direi 



tiCEIVli 



I liS7 
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Response 425: Comment noted. 



lOM 36lh Ave NE 

Great Falls, MT 59404-1263 

27 April 2O07 

Mr. Greg Halisten, Director's Office 

po te Sr""™' "'■'=^"^'™'™™t»' Quality 

Helena, MT 5!>620-n9l)l 
RE; MATL 
Dear Vtr. HaUsten, 

bejngcrcatal by poor choices if CeroutimTl? ,'k """"™I ™*^'s and tillage obstacles 

and „ot ju.,t (he "nmeJaXsrJi ne o^ruS Th^il*^ '*^'='^'' "^ *^ "-"^'^ ™''^^ 

betl«l.astc,pe„.i„e i„ the lo.g ^Z^^:^^..^:^^^^^"^^^^^ "" 

placement are i iiclutlcd . -^ panies altected by line 

-. oiL.,t„ j toopeiMion is oifs,i,>cd " ioEr\ mri, V '""?'' economic emicemetit that 

a„d more than'generous wh^^confraSrwi hX "Z",; ^J^rTl^' 'i™^' '"^'=" '^""''"ie 

wav or p^peny '- plaeernent of t Jtta,.;*^^ tdll^^lrC^^^^^^^^^^ "' """'"' '■^'"■" 

citi^ns when reqatV^nSnaTLif Th™^ "" '""^ transmission needs of Montana ' ' 

electrical iransmiS, ' '^'"^^^' ™'«- ^ >"' "=serval,on should take priority over ail other 

Sineerclj, 

Kuiiald L. Gessanian 



Response 426: The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 427: Comment noted. See response to comment 8. 

Response 428: See response to comment 334. There is no law 
requiring that a portion of transmission lines must supply 
the energy transmission needs of Montana citizens. 
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Response 429: Comment noted. 



April 29, 2007 



Dear Mr. I lallsten: 



I would like to submit these comments on the Draft EIS on the MATL transmission line. 

First 1 would like to acknowledge all tKc work and study that went into this document. | comment429 I 

nie Apncy listened to the concerns of the limdo™er.f and with Allemative 4 made a ' ' 

great effort to correct MA TL's ill designed line. 

I an, in favor of Alternative 4 (the Agency Alternative) as the best route. The Agency \ co„^„t,3a I 
Aliemabve best addresses impacts for the landowners and intemipts least with current I I 

land uses. This alternative uses monopoles and eliminates much of the diagonal line If 
MA 1 L will build Altemadve 4 (the Agency Alternative) then 1 am in fitvor of this 
project, ff MATL will not build Ahemative 4. then 1 am in favor of Alternative I -NO 
Action. 

J;!f I:™ f «"" '"li* r'l-' "^^ •*=« "° "^■' '« ^i '^-Me its' work p,«duct. Chapter |comn,ent431 

2 IS a remarkable wealth of mtormalion and the Agency very clearly slates whv ' 

Alternative 4 is the best. ' 

I see very ] ittle factual reasoning in the Director's setting aside the Agency Alternative | coniment432 I 
and ^ophng AlteriKitive 2.the Proposed Action. The 24 miles of monopoles for ' ' 

mitigation ,s hirgcly where MATl. tacks eascTnents. We are not fooled that this in not a 
pohUcal decsion. MATl, has .,a.d they have been in contmuing discussion with the 
Liovemor s oflice and the Proposed Action makes that very dear. 



I IS not a come idcnee that the discontent with this line begins when it hits Conrad and | Comm.ni433 

starts Its diagonal crossing of farm ground. T^orfli of Conrad and in Canada (he line is ' 

mo.stiy north-south and on section lines, If this line had been designed ihal way south of 
Conrad, the faimer's would have grmnblcd, but they wouldn't have opposed it like wc 



Response 430: Comment noted. 

Response 431: Comment noted. 

Response 432: Comment noted. The areas where monopoles 
were recommended were selected based on reducing 
impacts, not with regard to the status of easements. During 
preparation of this document MATL committed to use of 
monopoles on 53 miles of line that would cross farmland 
diagonally (MATL 2007). 

Response 433: Comment noted. 

Response 434: Comment noted. 

Response 435: The estimated cost per mile of construction of the 
transmission line using H-frame and long-span monopole 
structures is presented in Table 2.3-1. 



MATL started this process by choosing the oldest corridor in this area. They chose a | coniment434 I 

power ime that hadn't had an EIS done ur met any modem design concerns or land 

impacts. MATL chose Ibis over the WAPA Ime an example. The WAPA did go throuizh 
a modem CIS and was changed from a diagonal line to a mostly north-south line raimiL 
on field borders and section Unes, MATL's only concern is cost. 

MA TI.'s application was completed at the same (ime as the Draft EIS was completed |commBnt435 I 

A complete and proper application wa.sii't available to the public before the DFQ simied 

on the EIS, This lack of a complete apphcatioa has hindered the public from beinK able to 
properly review the validity of the costs that MATL is i»esei.ting to (he DEQ. 

RECEiVED 
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Response 436: See response to comment 358 and Table 2.3-1. 



The DEQ, throughout this (locumenl, cites MATT, us the sole source for many of the |commeiit436 

figures the Agencj uses to make important determinations, but the EIS provides no 

foumktion or outside sources as to the veracity of these figures. A Mr. Nolmi, wlio 
works for an electrical cooperative, at (he Conrad eoinnient meeting, raised doubts as to 
<h(i pricing of the monopoles saying that they don't always cost more than double-ll 
frames. This is important because the Alternate Preferred route is primarily chosen over 
;\ltemfliivc 4 because MA TL says it can't afiord the approximately $5,000,000 that this 
Alternative will cost. 



Fhe Draft EES does not meet tKe requirements of the Montana Major Facilities Siting Act. 
While the Draft EIS examines the costs of building this line in great detail for all mutes it 
is totally devoid of the other .?ide of the equation, The law requires the DEQ to figure out 
the "net present value of costs" to the landowner. Where is this determination'.' This EIS 
does cannot meet the slaniliad the law requires until Oiis analysis is done! 



Comment 437 



Comment 440 



The EIS examines thru documents and in photoi! (Chapter 2) the impacts of farming I commentoa I 

around poles and the differences between H-tiames and mmiDpoles, but there is a total 

lack of comparison between the value of the additional costs to the farmer on H-frames 
verses Oie cost for MATI , to use monopoles. When you take the.sc annual costs ^d 
project them into the future for the lifetime of this line, the addition costs to MATL t-s. 
farming aiDund H-ftames the equation equalizes or falls on the side ofthc farmer. 

The DEQ should ask the Montana State Ag College to sec if fliey can help deteimine this IComn,Bnt439 I 
cost comparison of what the aiaiual addition costs are associated to fanning ajouod poles. 

At the Conrad comment meeting lorn Ring stated that they couldn't find any current 
analysis for cosLs of farming around structures. Ag Canada, in January 2005, did a study 
about -'Midfield Structiues" and the increase in fanning around them. I will include a ' 
copy of this with these comments. Also, I will submit anoUier done my neighbor Bient 
McDonald, The original proposed line went thru his place. Alan Den wr , over a year 
ago, submitted his costs to the DEQ and to MATL. '! he.sc all vary, but they are all 
subslantsally larger than the proposed mitigation MATF, is offering, These costs and 
restrictions will only get worse as the time passes. 

Modem farming techniques and opportunities will be unavailable on the land where this |comment44i 

fine m built. There is no way to tell the future, but the ability to make a profit in farmi ng 

as in all busme-sses is wiOi the opportunity to adopt new practices as they are become 
available. 'ITiis line and these poles to a large degree make this impossible. 

The inabiUty to property apply farm chemicals around these poles at the proper | coniment442 I 

application rate currently prohibits certain crops fi^om being grown around these 

stmcturcs, 1 will include chemical labels and the rotation period with these comments. 
Over application, which is unavoidable when you farm around these poles, causes the 
rotation period to lengthen and in some instances make certain crops not able to groivp 
around these poles at all. 



Response 437: See the revised discussion of potential costs of 
farming around structures and a comparison of cost to farm 
around structures to the additional costs of Alternative 4 in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 438: DEQ has worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 3.13 for 
additional information. 

Response 439: DEQ retained the services of an agronomist and 
an engineer to independently examine the increased costs of 
farming around transmission line structures. Farming cost 
estimates provided by MATL and two commentors on the 
draft EIS were reviewed. The results of this review are 
presented in 3.13. 
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Response 440: See responses to comments 437 and 439. 
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■2«0«.= 00275Swwp«ft.„533,,j^^^^^^^^^^^ 



Comment 440 

[Continued] 



Actual oosb of (arming around a double pole uBBly ret 
16,S fee,, JMQ t , , ^^ ^ ^j^ _^^ ^ 

120(1/16 5 = 7.372727 

appSoaioii costs: $3.75/ aae 
chwnic^ costs: «.!»/ sere ( Roundup) 

Seed t7.50/aore 
AjiPfcsliQntlS.OaiacHi 

total *Sa.9W»cra» SJ=t2s.(Bp«fwlosat 

An^d«onar«nn,a™^,p<^^,.f^^»'.^^^^^^^^^^^ 

"rd^"aTJ"r'='*"°"''^***°'»""*«««^««'>«ft*to-Wcr»™.^a«o, 
monitor. 

I7.4>:2«„,s4.(»pef acre =1139.20 psf polo set 

SSsSSft'^^'*'^'*'"^^*^'^'«*«*ubtep,*.ppw,.«„«^^^l„ 
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(Continued) 
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^lympus 



Comment 442 

[ContiiKjad] 



A/7" & ND Application Guidelines 



J 



Hate: Fall Application - Olympus 70WG a! 0.9 oz'a 

Timing: Winter wheal = 2-leaf up to jointing. 

Target actively growing weeds - 1 -leaf to 2-tlller grasses and 1-2" broadleavei; 

Varimies: No restrictions 

Adjuvant: A non-ionic surfactant is required. Use R-11 at 1 - 2 qt/100 gal 

Spray volume: Apply 5-10 GPA by grour^d and 5 GPA by air. 

Hainfasl: 4 hours 

PHI: 71 days for grain or straw. 



SHEADER ACTIVAIQR 



North Central flains ~ MT, ND 

Cumulative 
Crop 
Wheat 
]' ield Peas 

Sunflower (Conventional) 
Barley 
i'anola 
Leiatils 



Rotation '^T ^_» i ^ 

Interval (Monllis) 





TTiJs bulletin is not intended to provide coitiplete Inlormation for applii:at1<>n. Aa with any crop- protection productr alw^y^ ^^'^ 
and follow latKl instructions. For a additional product information call tolt-free l-S66-99Bayer or visit our web site at 
www.LerealeTip6rt.com , 
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Response 441: Comment noted. 



Response 442: Comment noted. DEQ has worked with 

consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 



Weed Spectrum 



"A SIMPLE SOLUTION FOU YOUR HAJtB FKOSLEMS " 



WflMdcConfroHed 



SctantMc Nama 



^lympus 

Fall A|)plieali6n R*te» Spiin^ A|a|>1icattQn Rate* 



Japanese brome'' 


BfUfTiits Japonlcus 


C 


Cheat (true cheatgrassf 


BfUfnus secefjous 


C 


Downy twome^ 


Branuss tsctomm 


S 


Wild oaC* 


Avena fatua 


S 


Qu3Ckgr355 


Elyi.rsgia :epenas 


s 


Jwnted goatgrass^ 


Aegiiops cyfindnca 




Fo«l3il Mrley 


Hprtteym pustlSum 


C 


Shepherspurse 


Capsoila bufss-pyastoris 


C 


Field ponn/cress 


TtJlaspi afvense 


C 


Tumble mustard 


Sisymbrium aHissimum 


C 


Tansy mustard 


Oescurania pinnata 


C 


Flixwsed 


Descwania sophia 


c 


Blue TT^ustard 


Chon'sDoi^ iertetia 


c 


Black muBtaid 


Siass'ca nigra 


c 


Wild mustard. 


a!3S3>ca katiei 


c 


CanoiaorRape(wi.) 


Brassies sp. 


c 


Pigweed 


Atna/Bnthus refroflexu& 




Mouswar chtcKweed 


Cemstium wigatum 


s 



3 - Applications should its made: k: actively grQiiMFig weeds. 

4 - Wher> used according lo \atie\ directions, wild oat will be controlled in ID, MT. OR. add Vt7 
tour states. 

5 = Fall and Spring seqtPHrilial applicalians required. See labi^ for applic^alion information. 



Stippfession outside tt^ese 



C = Contivl 



ICorriTnen! 4113 1 
|{CPiitlnu«i) I 



DOWNY BROME (Bromus tactorum) 



JAPANESE BROME iBromtisjapr.nicas} 



Life Cycle : Winter annual 

j-iquie : Membranous, la!l, & toothed margin. 

Biadeg : First Ijigde is tall, nafrow, and vertical Long 

narrow blades. Hairy on upper and lower surface. 

Promineni midrib betow, Proninent veins above on 

the second and Jater blades. Leaves twist dockwsse, 

Sheaths : Hairy, round, closed and split partway; 

n^argiris do nnt overlap. 

Other : Often reddish-maroon at the base of the plant. 

Seed : Lemma 6-13 mm long and awnad. Awn 10-16 

mm long, as long as lemma and hairy. 



Life Cycle : Winter annua; 

LIgule : Membranous, tall, Sloottiedmarr i. 

Blades : First bfade is tall, narrow, and ve ttcaL Long 

namaw l]lades. Hairy on upper and lower surface 

Prominent veins above and midrib below. Leaves 

twist Clockwise, 

Sheaths : HaJTy, round, closed and split partway; 

margins do not overlap. 

Seed. : Lemma 6-9 mm long, margins no| rolled in al 

maturity and awned. Awn 5-8 mm long, about as long 

as lemma and without hair. 
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Olympus 




Conrvnetit 442 

[Continued) 



Response to Comments 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Money, money. The EIS discusses the costs MATU has spent getting casements tor p^ 
aJtcmative routes that may not be huili. Why is this a concern for tlie DEQ? The DEQ 



says that it's only concern is that the easements meet all the proper regulatory standards. 

MAIL is only purchasing a 45 ft. easement and is forcing the Itmdovmcr to yive up his i^ n^rr- 

property rights for the safety zone fer nothii^. II ■ the safety zone is a requirement, the I "" 
DEQ should require MATL to purchase tlie total 105 (1. She eajicment it requires to meet 
these standards as a part of the permit process. Does the 45 ft easement that MATI , is 
offering to purchase meet these standards? 

What size line is the DEQ permitting? The Draft EIS in its Executive Summary says the 

proposed transmission line could have the capacity to carry 300MW nurth and 300M W 

south for a (otal of 600JH W. Tonbridgc l>ower in its annual statement of April 2007 |commeni445 I 

states that the capacity of the line it is building will he 650MW both ways. Tonbridgc 

states that they are building the line tor the additional capacity due to die great interest 
from Its shippers. I don't doubt that there is the interest and need for this additional 
capacity, but again i ask "What size line is the DEQ peimitting?" These are public 
documents and one must assume they are correct. 

This company has money for its own purposes, but not for monopoks Where is the |Cnmtneni 446 ] 
proof that MATL can only afford $800,000,00 addition costs for landowner mitigatioti on 
AKeinalive 2, the Proposed Action'.' The doubling of Une capacity doubles the cash flow 
of this line. MATI. can aftbrd those additional co.sts 

Revenues: Tonbridge power, Inc. in a document of March 27. 2007 states tiiat annual | commgnt447 I 

revenues will approach 2R.4 miljiou by mid-2009 and gross close to CDN $900 million 

over 2.-> years. That is at the original 30OMW. When you double these ligures for the 
hnc Uiat MATL tells its investors it is acuially building and suimise that they will have no 
trouble applying to sliip more power when the line is buih, it makes the one time capital 
expenditure to build Alternative 4 small. 

I ask again. "What is the toundation tiir the statement MA IE made to DEQ that they can 

only afford an additional $800,0110 tor mitigation for the landowners on AHemative 2 

when out of the other side of their mouth they are stating the fomier revenue |commont448 I 

projections?" The addilionai costs with using monopoles would extend Uie payback 

period only 4-5 months, for that you are asking the ikmera to farm around the H-frames 
tor the rest of his farming career. 



Then there is the addi lional revenue from selling the excess fiber optic capacity |comment449 I 

Tonbridge tells their investors that this will be "substantial", but tells the DEQ it is^ 

inconsequential. 

The Governor of Montana is proposing a tax cut for these types of iincs that ship ^rcen I comment 450 

energy. Well we all know that at this time this proposal is dead, but it is likely it will be 

part ot the fmal budget when the legislature finally does a budgel. While this is 



Response 443: One finding and determination that DEQ must 
make before certifying the project is that the facility 
minimizes adverse environmental impact, considering the 
state of available technology and the nature and economics 
of the various alternatives. However, the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act requires that an EIS disclose the 
economic impacts of regulations on an applicant. The cost to 
the applicant may be a factor in the permitting decision, but 
it is not the only factor. 

Response 444: Comment noted. DEQ requires certificate 

holders to adhere to the National Electric Safety Code which 
specifies clearances of supporting structures from other 
objects and vertical clearances above ground, roads, and 
water. The agencies do not dictate how MATL meets these 
clearances, just that they must be met. 

Response 445: MATL has proposed a line with the capacity to 
move 300 MW in both directions. Also see response to 
comment 346. 
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Tonbridge Po' 



■20% of tha contracts are farfffteen year- terms, the rernaining 80% for twantv- five year tern 
■ Short term re-sales will be auctioned through OflTT-'s OASIS system by MATL, 



3 2005TonbiidgePowa,comAll Righti Re=eii^ed 



de file— "shadowRightEottom. asp" 



ICommerrt 445 (cont.) 



httpy/www.toiibridgepower.com/MATLeco.asp 
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PROJECTS 



IComment 445 [cent) 



■ Based on the results of the June 2006 capacity auction, ccmbined with the awarded capacity of the initial FER' 
approved open season, annual revenues should approach $2B.4 million by mid-2009 and increase at a contract 
inflator rate of 2.5% per annum thereafter, Over the life of the project , gross revenue from these new twenty fi 
year contracts and eiistinq long tarm contracts should total closa to CDNt^OO million, MATL has now sold out it 
60 OMWs of "rated"" capacity. 

■ In the June 20D6 rapadty auction, for the first time ever, an Open Access Same time Information System CO 
auction module was used to allocate electric transmission capacity in a competitive environment. The OASIS sy 
was rievelopad for MATL by Open Accsss Technology International and is the first of its kind anywhere in the w( 
Using this system, MATL received thirty-seven bids from four different companies. The total amount of capacity 
was reguested was in excess of200DMWs, or approximately 5x the available capacity up for bid. Capacity was 
awarded to the bidders based on 1) the conditions placed on the bids and, 2) the present value of the bids. The 
Cff the auction were that IBOMWs was awarded to Energy Logics, Inc. for a twenty-four yearterm starting in Ql 
MATL also awarded IZQMWs of capacity tg Wind Hunter LLC for an approximate twenty-five yearterm starting 
20 07, and ifiOMWs of capacity to Invensrgy Wind Montana LLCfor the same term. The remaining capacity coni 
to be held by Great Plains Wind and Energy LLC, a successful bidder in MATL's initial open season held in 2005. 



Summarv Points of Revenue Model: 

■ Annual revenues should approach $28,4 million by mid-200g 

■ Over the life of the project, gross aggregate revenues should total cJose to CDN $900 n 

■ Counterparties ars required to be credit worth y. 

■EBITDA is driven by low O&M /SGA, staffing and property taies, 

■ Revenues from future capacity re-sales are almost without incremental cost. 



!:ontracts 



.""take 



capacity agre 



lents. 



■ Contracts are subject to conditions precedent including completion of the 
board approval and the wind farms being developed. 



receipt of regulatory appm 



http://www.tonbndgepower com/MATLeco.asp 
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Fimaicint AclMlics 

On April 27, 2006, the Corporation compleled the offerins of 41 1177 ISfl i,„i.> f™ ,, 
ItSniX^tTrorASlf Cr'''^ *'n''"^ ^"^ "^^"'^ ^°™'- P-" Limited 

.i.e Corpora.™ ^:^r„,:s:i;i=„ir.tM''r,rr;rrr^A''''?r ""'^"",*r^ -' 

finiincins on Notice to Prcc^d F f „ . .^ ^™ ' ''"™'"' ''"" '° "^Mlitj- of tlte senior 

TOhJBfilDCE I 



Ccmmenl 445 

[Continuecj] 
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coa^To d?T*r '' '*'"* '':^'''""'*" ™ " '^ '"'' "•"«'' t^'i^ »"'! '°™^ a ^^H P=n "f Ihe overall 
cost. To date the Corporalion has paiil SNC $3,007,25 1 for design work. 

netailed desigt, on the actual line route has eom^ced, involving the plaeetllent of poles on three 
d.mens™a! „n,p„ler assisted design - computer assisted manufactu^ f TAD ( AM "I'o ™ hil aS 

tiilid^d „f,L?eiTlr ,™r''"Tr'' "" '""^^ '"' '^"'Sft ™ pole requir^ents ha' been 
Sr h^ur Th r^ * K ? "'"* '"^"S ™ "^^ ""''"rtor and wind shears up to ISJ kitemetet. 

diameter of !590 kcmis, and has a theoretical thermal rated eapadtj- of 658 \1Ws At hirf, amht™ 

^tth'^i'^r' •''^'%'^.'"''y "= 'Ol'i ^t a tiiture date if and when the two electricity system, with 
aoverse etten. l-urther permitting will be required, ipcluding an upgrade in (he WCC t«th Ui^ Al 

ConsiTuciititi Budget j 

^nfl^ t?^'^*' I"''-'' '="^'™"™ ""•'B"^ f™- its proposed EPC contractors during 200J. which we« 

TOMSRIDCE 



_ Comment 445 

[ContJnu&d) 
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Response 446: Comment noted. Please see response to comment 
448. 

Response 447: Comment noted. 

Response 448: MATL explained the foundation for this 
statement as follows: "All of the company's financial 
resources are directed to the goals of permitting and building 
the MATL project and therefore the company does not have 
"Money for its own purposes." Further, the company's 
financial resources are the debt and equity financing 
provided by bankers and shareholders. These bankers and 
shareholders have many other alternatives to the MATL 
project to consider for potential investment. The MATL 
project must provide a competitive return relative to other 
investment alternatives to secure the necessary financing. 

The $800,000 amount is not "cast in stone" due to factors such as 
the appreciation on the Canadian currency, however, the 
amount of this additional expenditure needs to be balanced 
against the widely accepted business practice to build the 
lowest cost transmission system that meets all applicable 
environmental, safety and reliability standards. This widely 
accepted business practice is a key factor that MATL must 
keep in mind to ensure that its project remains competitive." 
MATL's economic analysis determined that the project is 
feasible on the basis of commitments from shippers for long 
term firm contracts for 300 MW northbound. Although 
MATL's 300 MW s of southbound capacity is also 
underpinned by long term contracts, these contracts continue 
to be subject to the shipper's confirmation of acceptance and 
hence MATL cannot rely on the attendant revenue to 
underpin is project." To the extent that MATL lowers 
property values, this would be a cost to Montana. See the 
revised discussion on land values in Section 3.13. 



Response 449: Comment noted. However, as indicated in 

Section 2.3, no plans have been made to use the excess fiber 
capacity for commercial purposes. 
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Response 450 and 451: See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on 
property tax savings to MATL from recent changes in the 



ConniTken1451 

law. 

coniecture at this titne, the govcmofs' office estimates that this will provide MATL with 
an annual tax relief nf^S.ooo.OQu.oo. 

The opportuniUes for the company to enhance its ™h flow kcsp coming. If MATl can't | comment452 I ReSpOnSe 452: Comment nOted . 

affiird to buijd this powerline right, with mouopoles, it should not be huilt 

™ml^'"^ ^ ^"^ ^'^^ " ""^ ^^^ ''"" "'"'='' ™* '^^ "^'^ ^^ "i^Q P"' '"'o ^^^ f;^^^^;:745F7 Response 453: Comment noted. 

The DEQ tool the horrendous proposed routes that MAIL submitted and tried vctv hard t^ /ic/ir- j.j.j 

.0 lessen the impacts ofa diagonal ,«werline. The documents main dcGcit il the hik rf , , ReSpOnSe 454: Comment nOted. 

the other s.de of the equation; the costs of farming around the poles to the famicr This 1=°'^"^"' ''^^ I 

?h™ hlf '? ^ "^- f^^'^'^- -' ^™^ '" ""^^ '" ™"''' r^y™« of 0"^'=' *«^ COS'S 
then tt should be part of the cert.itcate. Once the certificate is issued I don't see that the 
UbQ has any authontj beyond that time to force MATL lo do anything. 




Chris Stephens 
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From: Lee OIness flee@3riversdbs-net] 

Pasted At: Wednesday, March 14. 2007 8.47 AM 

Conversation: MATL route commenls 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: h/ATL route comments 



Response 455: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
potential costs of farming around structures and a 
comparison of the costs of farming around structures to the 
additional costs associated with Alternative 4 in Section 3.13. 



As a farmer affected by the Proposed Action (Alt 2|. I feel that DEO shouEd strongly consJder selecting [he 
Agency Developed foule I All 4 ) In particular. I would lil^e to see tfie Conrad Reali;jnmgnl Segment C2 used 



Impleinentatlon of All 4 would send a message to MATL and builders of any future power lines that Ihe 

concerns of farmers over increased production costs and possible devalutaion of farmland are a very real pornment 456 
concern, on an equal footing with other environmental factors. Diagonal power lines crossing productive dryland 
acres should be avoided as much as possible, just as you tiave acitnowledged in proposing Alt 4. Power lines 
need to be run north-south, east-west to minimize the impact on Montana's No, 1 industry. 
|Comment457 I 



Response 456: Comment noted. See response to comment 247. 
Response 457: Comment noted. 
Response 458: Comment noted. 



MA I L seems to be using a form of economic blacl^mail by stating that the line might n< t be built If All 4 is 
used. This ignores the fact thai the extra cost of Alt 4 is a very small percentage of the pr ifits MATL will realize 
over Ihe next decades with their transmission line revenue Protecting valuable farmland thoufd not be a deal- 
breaker. In fact, it should be recognized as pan of Ihe cost of doing business in Montana 



By the same 



standards, some recognition of the decreased land values of the affected farmers must be consid ered. My land 
will certainly be worth much less if I have a power corridor ranning through if |CDmmeiTt453 I 



1 hope yoj will give my comments some thoughL I'll see you at the 3/27 meeting in Conrad. 



Thanl^s, 
Lee Otness 
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From: DAVID baumann [baumanndgmsn.com] 

Posted At; Wednesday. March 14, 2007 5:03 PM 
ConversaUon: EIS FOR TIE LTD. POWER LINE DECISION 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: EIS FOR TIE LTD. POWER LINE DECISION 

I WOULD HOPE YOUR FINAL DECISION TO BE NO ACTION AND 
REJECTION OF THE P ERMIT TO B UILD THIS POWERLINE ACROSS 125 

MILES OF MONTANA. |C°mment459 I 

IT WOULD SEEM THAT IT IS NOT NEEDED AS WE ALREAD Y HAVE A 
MORE THAN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF POWER IN MONTANA 1°"""'°"'^°° I 



IT WOULD ALSO SEEM THAT SUCH A HUGE ENVIRONMENTAL EYESORE 
WOULD PRIMARILY BENEFIT A FEW PRIVATE COMPANIES AND BY FAR 
NOT THE MAJORITY l'^"""™""^^ I 

OF MONTANA CITIZENS. IT IS ON 89 PERCENT PRIVATE LAND AND 
PRIVATE CITIZENS SHOULD HAVE THE SAYSO. P'""^"'"^^ I 

IF YOU CARE FOR THE ENVIRONMENT AND REALLY LOOK AT WHAT 
THIS WOULD DO TO IT IF IMPLEMENTED, THE ONLY HONEST 
ASSESSMENT IS TO REJECT IT TOTALLY. |comment4e3 | 

THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO COMMENT, 

SINCERELY, 

DAVID BAUMANN 
CORVALLIS, MONTANA 



Response 459: Comment noted. 

Response 460: Comment noted. 

Response 461: Montana does produce more electricity than it 
consumes. The need for this line as stated in Section 1.2.1 is 
"to connect the Montana electrical transmission grid with the 
Alberta electrical transmission grid (no direct connection 
currently exists), provide access to potential markets for new 
and existing power generation facilities in the vicinity of the 
proposed transmission line, and improve transmission access 
to markets seeking new energy resources." 

Response 462: Comment noted. As with many businesses, the 
owner of the business potentially benefits or is hurt from any 
profits or losses, and society as a whole does not directly 
reap the profits or incur the losses from that business. The 
state and counties would gain tax revenues as indicated in 
Section 3.13. 

Response 463: Under the Major Facility Siting Act, the decision 
to approve, approve with conditions, or disapprove rests 
with DEQ's director. 
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From: Frank Vargo [i/argof^earthlink.nel] 

Posted At: Sunday. March 16. 2007 9:10 AM 
Conversallon; MATL routs, parcel 3-1 9, land id 32678 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: MATL route, parcel 3-1 9, lane id 32678 

Dear Mr, Greg Hallsten, 



Comment 4^ 



My name Js Frank Vargo and I live approx. 8 miles northwest of Conrad, 1 believe tile proposed power line is to 
be on rny property I wilfl not be able to attend the meetings due lo being out of lowr. I would lil^e to know if the 
proposed routes and or alternatives 8re still on or along my property as tirst presen fed to me last summer, i tiave 



concerns about the visual impact on my small scei^ic settinp aloncj the dry fork river.! I addressed this to Peggy 
Bellrone in an email dated 8/25/06 The t/lap I tiave is labeled 3C, It^y property is #3-19- Could you email ine or 
send me an updated map? jcomment 4G6 I 

Thank You, 
Frank Vargo 

PO Rnx 9fi? 
Conrad, fylT S9425 
cell - 868-4673 



Response 464: Comment noted. 

Response 465: Updated maps have been provided to Mr. Vargo. 
Your property northwest of Conrad would not be crossed by 
any alternative. Alternative 3 would parallel the existing 
Northwestern Energy Great Falls to Cut Bank line about 
1/10 mile west of your property. If a residence were located 
at the western edge of your property, it would have to be 
impacted due to the proximity of the line. Alternative 2 
would be located approximately V2 mile to the west of your 
property, while Alternative 4 would be located about 4 miles 
to the east. 



Frank Vargo 
v3rgof@earth!inkjneJ 
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From : beckarooboe@aQl.com 

Posted At: Sunday, March 1 8. 20O7 5:45 PM 

Conversation: proposed wrnd farms 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: proposed wind farms 



Response 466: See response to comment 464. 



Mcllo. I am concerneU about ihe localion of the proposed wind famis. Tli^e Rocky Mountain Kronl is 
imponatu habitat and spectacular scenery froni Babb to Downians comers and 1 hope there are no plans 
lo L-hange this. Also of great iniporliiiice is the llyway tor Ciinadian Geese, Snow Geese j Trumpeter 
Swans, and Whistling Swans. One of the pitiblems with wind farms in California is lots of dead birds. 
Please keep me posted as to where llie wind farms will be located. Thankyou, Becky Tipler 

AOL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free from AOL at AOL.coni. 
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From: Michael Garrrty [gamtyniich3el@yahoo.corn] 

Posted At; Tuesday, March 20, 2007 1 1 :43 AM 

Conversation: MATL Iransmfssion line 

Posted To; MATL 

Sutjject: MATL transmission line. 

March 20. 2007 

Mr. Tom Ring, Dsrcctoi., eiihI Mr. Gicg Hallslcn, 

Montana De|it ofEnvironnicnlal Quality, 

POBox20090K 

Helena, Montana 59620-a9(H 

lring(trmLgov; ^h^iItslciTii nu.gov; MATI.^mt.gQv 

Dear Mr. Ring and Mr. Hallslen, 

Thajik you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed MATL transmission line. 

Please accept these comments fron^ me on behalfofthe Alliance for the Wild Rockies. Please also 

include our cormnents in the public record with regard to the proposed MATL iransmission line. 



ThiE large-scale development proposal would have a tiuge 
potential impact on north central Montana' a 
open landscapes adjacent to and including Che 
world -renowned Crovn of the Continent ecosysbem. 



Comment 467 



We prefer iill these proposed large-scale wind tarms and transmission lines 

will be kepi at least easi nfHighways S9 and 2R7 from Bnbh to , 

Bowman's [Comment 46B 
Comers, to protect the view shed of Montana's Rocky Mountain Front 
Sonic oflhe most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America 
i ics w tf St of thf ac rout e s, 



[Comments 489 - 47S| 
112^ This large-scale developmem proposal would have a huge potential impact on nortli central Montana's 

open landscapes adjacent to and including trie world-renowned Crown of the Continent ecosystem. 

Please examine comply vvith the National Historic Preservation Act and analyze how this project will 
r^TQi effect historic and cultural sites. Please analyze if this project will affect religious sites for Native 
L— — I Americans. Please fully analyze the impact of this project on threatened, endangcredand Management 
[^■^''1 Indicator Species. Please thoroughly examine the impact of th is project on birds. |^^] 
|4^ We urge that DEQ require a niuch more detailed, comprehensive en\'ironmental impact statement which 
I— —'shows not only where the MATL transmission line mii^ht be routed but which also shows exact 

locations for proposed wind fanns and specifies how many turbines would be in each setting and the 

cumulative effects, etc, of all this proposed development. Such a plan should analyze in detail 

tliesG Cumulative elTects, so that the overall visual (and aviary) impacts are within reason, at least For any 

planned transmission lines and wind farms west of Interstate Hwy 15, The ctirrent MA IL EIS does not 
l^yljl adequately meet those standards. Let's not tolerate haphazard development across some of Montana's 
'-—J and North America's most scenic vistas. 

|475| Wc believe it is the appropriate time for a complete and comprehensive cumulative effects facilities 
siting plan for such proposed and potential developments. It would seem best for that plan to be 

incorporated as part of the MATL EIS. If this project goes forward, please let's make s\ire it's done in 

the best interests of all Monianans. with all the foresight deserved. 

Thank you for this opporiLmily to submit public comment. 

Sincerely. 



Response 467: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. The transmission line and 
planned wind farms would be located well east of the Crown 
of the Continent ecosystem as indicated in the attached 
figure. 

Response 468: Comment noted. The potential wind farms 

which are known by the agencies and that would potentially 
connect to the MATL transmission line would all be located 
east of highways 89 and 287. The proposed transmission line 
also would be located east of these highways. Also see the 
revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 469: A thorough cultural resource investigation 

designed to meet all data requirements of Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act has been conducted. The 
investigation included pedestrian inventory of the proposed 
action and analysis of historic/ prehistoric context; historic, 
prehistoric and rural districts; landscape issues; traditional 
cultural properties and landscapes; and individual site 
significance. See Section 3.14 for additional information. 

Response 470: DOE initiated formal consultation with the 

Blackfeet Nation and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes in July 2007 to identify and evaluate historic 
properties, including those of traditional religious and 
cultural importance. DOE also has initiated consultation 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act. 
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Figure . Crown of the Continent 

Ecosystem and MATL 230 kV 
Transmission Line Alternatives 




Legend 
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Response 471: The potential effects of the transmission line on 
threatened and endangered species is indicated in Section 
3.10. See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in 
Section 4.14. 

Response 472: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Section 4.9 for more information about potential impacts 
to birds from wind farm development. 

Response 473: Comment noted. Exact locations of wind farms 
and/ or individual wind turbines are not known at this time. 
See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts in Chapter 
4. 

Response 474: Comment noted. The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4. 

Response 475: A revised discussion of cumulative impacts can 
be found in Chapter 4. The agencies do not have the 
regulatory authority to require siting plans for wind 
generators. 
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From: Elizabelh & Wilbur Wood |rewood(gmidrivers-Com] 

Posted At: Monday, March 26, 2007 7:1 8 PM 

Conversation: f^ATL: Marcl: 26 lo April 9 is NOT a 30 day commeni period 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: MATL: March 26 lo April 9 is NOT a 30 day comment period 



Response 476: DEQ's draft EIS (DOE's draft EA) was published 
on March 9, 2007. In addition, the comment period was 
extended an additional three weeks. 



Richard: This is March 26. 








If the deadline for cararaents on this tranEuiission line is April 9, 


that 


i? '-•'-r'-^ir. 


V 'V-T a 


30 -day coranient period. 









Please clarify what Is going on, and please extend the comment period. 

Elizabeth & Wilbur Wood 
STONEHOUSE PRODUCTIONS 
Box 12 Roundup, Montana 590"72 
rewood'ai'midriverB . com 



DEQ Seeks Public Comment on Draft EIS for Montana Alberta Tie Transmission Line 

Helena Today the Montana Department ct Environmental Quality (DEQ) released the draft 
environmental impact statement (EIS) on the Montana Alberta Tie transmission line. The UEQ 
IE accepting public comment on the document until April 9, 2007. 

Montana Alberta Tie Ltd. (MATL) has submitted a Montana Major Facility Siting Act 
application to the DEQ to construct an electric transmission line. MATL proposes to 
construct, operate, and maintain a 230'kV transmission line between Lethbridge, Alberta, 
and Great Falls, Montana. As proposed, the 130-mile transmission line would extend from 
the MontanaAlberta border northeast of Cut Bank to an existing substation just north of 
Rainbow Dam near Great Falls. 

A 30day public comment period for written comments will close on April 9, 20Q7. Public 

hearings will be held at the following locations from 6:30-9:30 

PM: 

- Norley Hall, 4Q0 N Virginia, Conrad on March 27, 2007, 

- Glacier County Voting Center, 917 East Railroad St, Cut Bank on March 2B, 2007, and 

- Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room, 2 Park Dr. g., Great Falls on March 29, 2D07. 

The draft BIS may be viewed on the web at www.deq.mt.gov. Persons on the project mailing 
list will receive paper copies in the mail. For questions or to request a CD or paper copy 
of the draft EIS contact Greg Hallsten at 406-444-3276. Written comments should be 
submitted to Hallsten at the DEO Director's Office, PO Box 200901, Helena, MT 59620-0901. 
Comments may also be e-mailed to HATL^mt . gov . 

The DEQ will make reasonable accormodatlons for persons with disabilities who wish to 
participate in this process. IE you require an accommodation, please contact Lisa Peterson 
at 406-444-2929 or at the address above. 



Elizabeth & Wilbur Wood 
STONEHOUSE PRODUCTIONS 

Box 12 Roundup, Montana 59072 
rewood^Smidrivers . com 
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Response 477: Comment noted. 



March 27, 2007 



Greg Kallslcn 

Director's Office 

Montana Department of Knvironmental Quality 

PO Box 20090i 

Helena, MT 5%2O-0»l 



Dear Mr, Hallsten; 



"11 am writing to express support for Ihe timely permitting and construction of tlie 
Montana-Alberta Tie, Limited (MATL). 



|Comm6nt478 I Because of the vast wind resource in Montana and tlie limited in-state market, 

^development of Montana's wind potential depends on constraction of transmission lines 

to reach out-of-state markets, such as MATL. 



-| Wind Hunter, LLC is developing several wind power projects in Montana and has 
■^ contracted for 1 80 M W of souUtboiind capacity on MATL that could be used for one or 
more of our projects. Timely completion of MATL is important to our marketing efforts. 



IComment 430 I MATI . passes through areas that are weli-suited for transmission 1 ine siting and 

^construction. We believe that throughout tlie route selection and permitting processes 
MATL has demonstrated its sensitivity to environmental and landowner issues. 



11481 iRepresentatives from Wind Hunter are unable to attend the public meetings scheduled for 
^March ll-Vi. However, we want to be on the record in support of the MATL project and 



Response 478: Comment noted. The proposed line would 
potentially serve proposed wind farms and would serve as a 
link between the Alberta and Montana power grids allowing 
power to be shipped in both directions. In addition to the 
firm contracts with wind farm developers, when wind 
generators are not fully using their contracted capacity, the 
MATL line would be available for non-firm transactions 
allowing power from other sources of generation to be 
imported to or exported from Montana. 

Response 479: Comment noted. 

Response 480: Comment noted. 

Response 481: Comment noted. 



urge DRQ to approve the project at the earliest possible dale. 



Sincerely. 



Howard Lee 

Vice-President of Business Development 

Wind Hunter, LLC 
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From: Judy Singer [)sin9erO509@hotmall.com] 

Posted At: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 12:37 PM 
Conversation: Montana Alberla Transmission Line 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: Montana Alberta Transmission Line 



Response 482: See response to comment 468. 



To Go\i;riinient OITiciiils. 



Comnfietrt482 



WE require more arid iTiore energy, wc also rcqtiire natural beauty. Please keep all proposeil large scale 

winiifarms and their transmission lines east of Highways 89 and 287. Iroin Babb to Bovvmans to 

insure that the Beauty ofthc Rocky Mountain front is reserved for us and future generations. 

Sincerely. 

Judy Singer, Choleau Montana 
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From: Ronald & Deborah Ries [rtesrcl@tBtonwireless.net) 

Posted At: Wednesday. March 28, 2007 B;49 PM 

Conversation: Montana-Aiberta Tie Hd. 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: Montana -Alberta Tie Lid. 



Response 483: Comment noted. 
Response 484: Comment noted. 



I W i- support this priiJL-CT. W't' hdicw it will bring economic grnwrii rn ihc Ciimiiiu nines along rhc line. 
lullv tmnori.iiu i^ lh.ir :ill ihf l:iniJijwn<:r?. [hia yumi: line mi 



.]uullv imp( 



iinpin 



\r(.' ti»nilfiriabk' with ii^ mipiici. Ifanv kntlowntr is not ".(.JinrixtiililL- wiili us iinpiici. niun" wtitk nc«ls 
lo be dont till accepinbk- impaci is acliievcd! |Comment484 [ 
No UHiter what the com tri Mutl! ' ' 

Ronuld & Dcbi.r.tli Ku- 
47lK(1!<IStulli-, n.r 
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Inv nergy Wind LLC 



Mr. (ircji Mallstcii. 

Director's OiTicc, MonI;ina Dcparimcni of i'.nviroiimenlal Quality, 

PO 80x200901. 

Helena, Moniana JiJftlH-IWOl, 



Dear Mr. Hallsten, 



Response 485: Comment noted. 

Response 486: Comment noted. The agencies are not aware of 
any other plans for transmission lines in the immediate 
vicinity of MATL's proposed line. 

Response 487: Comment noted. 

Response 488: Comment noted. 



Invenergy Wind I.I.C' is an awncr, developer and operator of wind energy projects across 
North .America and tiarope, Wc arc pruikl to own and operate the largest wind fami in 
Montana — Hie 135 MW Judith Gap liiiergy Center. jj; 



We believe in the environmental benefits of renewable energy lor our world ami Mil- 
significant economic benefits that wind energy projects bring to local ranchers and whole 
communities. Os er 70*!'ii ofthe construction diWIars were spent on Montana contractors. 
Just a.iik Wheatland County and the Ranch owners in Judith Gap about the nearly S2 
million of annual income Ihiiy arc receiving as hirsts of one of the lop performing wind 
fauns in the west. 



'Iransmission has been the major obstacle to more wind projects being buill in Montana [Comment 486 
and we were very encouraged to see the Montana Alberta Tic Line 0'M.'\TL") propose a 
partial solution to the transmission shortages in the northwest region. Wc believe that the 
success of tlie MATI. line will encourage more transmission investment in Montana 
which will allow more wind energy to be huilt. 



Invenergy Wind has two wind projtet.s under development that we hope to interconnect 
with this proposed line. We have reserved a portion ofthe capacity on the MATI. line 
and the early success ofour projects hinge on the success ofthis transmission line. |Conn 



Wc applaud the Crovenior. legislators, DHO and other Montana energy policy makers 
who arc vjorkmg together with landowners, environmenlalisls and energy companies to 
responsibly build transmission infrastructtirc that will help Montanans realize the benefits 
ofits abundant renewable resources and al the same time increase .state energy rehaliihlv 
via a stranger mure interconnected system. 



We support the MATI. line and ask that you approve their application to conslnicl. 



Sincerely. 



Mark fx Jacobson 

Senior Development Manager 

Invenergy Wind LLC 
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"rage z^orz " 



MDEQ web site I iitp //wwwdeqslate.ml us/MFSWATL.asp 
Ches 



( 'II. (■(" it J6J-*M*3 lAt. 2ia 

v|.iW/i./J«,li«WI-)/UU 

Uix:mj)tW-t2m 
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From: Mark Jacobson [MJacobson@invenergylto.comJ 

Posted At: TTiursday. Iwlsrcll 29, 2007 3:43 PM 

Conversation: MDEQ public hearings 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: t^W: lylDEQ public tieanngs 

Please include this letter from Invenergy as support for the proposed IvlATL line. 
IVlark Jacobson 



From: Cties Haciorowski [niaiito:cties.macioraw5ki@nnatl.caI 

Sent: Fridav, March 23, 2007 9:48 AM 

To: am Alexander; f^ark Jacotison ; pascoeenergy^§aol.com 

Cc: Bob Williams 

Subject: RE: nOtQ public hearings 

Gents. If you are unable to stiow up in person to ttie hearing you may submit commenis to: 

Mr. Greg Hallslen. 

Director's Office. Montana Department of Environmental Quality. 

PO Box 200901 , Helena, tl^ontana 59620-0901, 

or e-mail to [i4ATL@mt,gov. 

here Is an excerpt from ttie MDEQ posting 

A 30-day public comment period for written comments will dose on April 9, 2007. 

Public hearings will be held at the foltowing locations from 6:30-9:30 Pf^: 

Norley Hall, 400 t4 Virginia, Conrad on ti/larch 27, 2007, 

Glacier County Voting Center. 917 East Railroad St, Cut Bank on March 28. 2007. and 

Great Falls Civic Center, Missouri Room, 2 Park Dr. S.. Great Falls on fi/larch, 29, 2007 

Ches 



From: Oies Madorowskl 

Sent: Monday, March 19, 2007 6:^1 PM 

To: 'Bill Alexander': Marl< Jacobson; Biil Pascoe (pascoeenergy@aol,com} 

Cc; Bob Willams 

Subject; MDEQ public hearings 



Bill A. Bill P.. Mark. 

The MDEQ has issued Its final draft report for public comment and has scheduled hearings In a number 
of Montana locations next week. It wouid be beneficial to our and your project(s) to make a presentation 
of support at the hearing. An appearance in person would carry more weight however, it may be 
possible to submit a submission in writing if a personal appearance from your organisation is simply not 
possible. Bob can you please confirm whether the latter method is an acceptable alternative. Thanl^s. 



3/8/2007 
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From: Dojg Hammiil [worksliDps@docbammfll.cDm] 

Posted At: Friday. March 30, 2007 1 02 PM 

Conversation: Proposed Monlana-Altierla transmission line, Great Falis to Lethbridge 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: Proposed Montana-Alberta transtnissfon iine. Greal Falls to Lethbndge 



Response 489: Comment noted. See response to comment 468. 



Comment: 

These proposed large-scale wind farms and transmission lines must at a minimum be 

kept east of Highways 89 and 287 from Babb to Bowman's Corners. 

Montana's Rocky Mountain Front deserves to be protected from development and the 

view/ of it west of 89 and 287 should be unobstructed. 

The public from Montana and around the nation and world has strongly and repeatedly 

rendered such an opinion on many different occasions with regard to a wide range of 

development efforts. 

Some of the most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North America lies west of those 

routes and must be preserved for present and future nenerations. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Doug Hammiil 



Comnent 4S9 



DOC HAMMILL'S HORSEMANSHIP 
WORKSHOPS AND VIDEOS 

Doug HAt-iMii.i- D.V.M 

wwiv.Docllammill.cnm 

worksbnpsl^dochaniniill.i'om 

PO Box 415, East Glacier Park, MT 59434 

406-250-8252 



5/8/2(107 
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From; JOHN lohnt:ha5ema>wiell@gmail.cQiTi) 

Posted At; Friday, March 30. 2007 1 33 PM 
Conversation: No New Transmission Lines ir IMnntana 
Posted To; MATL 
Subject: No New Transmission Lines in Montana 

1- This prf>jecl is not just about onclraiismiftsion line. K 

It is a flts\ step toward wlial could transform huge areas of Montana's 
rural landscapes to 

industrial-style energy production ? i.e. infrastructure for wind, oil & 
gas. coal '.' and all the cumiilative impacts that development would bring. 

2- Before die MATL line is approved. DbQ and DOE shonid complete 
a broad regional programinatic EIS that addi'csses all aspects of wind 
fi!im& 

iranstnission and other energy development in northcentral l\4ontana ? 
general areas that should or shouldn't be developed; long-term 
projections of overall 

cumiilative impacts such as habitat fragmentation; economic disadvantages 
for Montanans cojtipared to benefits to heavily subsidized wealthy 
corjioralions; private 

property rights & eminent domain & devaliiation of neighboring property; 
guidelines & stipulations for the long-tcnn & regulatory oversight; etc. 



3- DEQ should guarantee full public participation in siting r 

decisions for locating all ftittire wind farms and transmission lines. L 
For c>;ample, let's keep 

proposed industrial-scale wind farms and transmission lines near 
Interstate Hwy 15. well east of the Rocky Mountain Front, to protect the 
viewshed of some of the 
most spectacular undeveloped scenery in North .America. 



Connment4S1 



4- Once built, these structures are going to be there for 
lifetimes. As one local farmer commented at the public hearings, "Got 
it right the first time, or don't 
build it at all." 



Conclusion; No way! Tills is iiot good for the environment, citizens, t's only good for large energy 
companies who do not have to live with their bad decisions. i ^ . .^ r-i 



John Maxwell 
Missoula MT 



Response 490: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. The agencies are not aware of any plans for oil 
and gas well development that would be dependent on the 
MATL line. As indicated in response to comment 478, the 
MATL line would be available for short-term transactions 
from other forms of generation. 

Response 491: See response to comment 24. 

Response 492: The agencies do not have regulatory authority to 
guarantee full public participation in decisions for locating 
wind farms. The MATL line would be located east of 
Interstate 15 south of Brady but remains west of the 
interstate north of Brady in order to cross the international 
boundary and align with the rest of the project in Canada. 

Response 493: Comment noted. The agencies are aware of a 
wood pole line built in the 1930s between Great Falls and 
Havre that is still being used today as a result of ongoing 
maintenance of the line. 

Response 494: Comment noted. 
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From: dmuenchphoio@liol.com 

Posted At: Friday, March 30, 2007 2:12 PM 

Conversation: rnall proposal for the developtienl of wind farm? 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: msti proposal for the development of wind farms 

To Whom 11 May Concern: 



IConments 485-5001 



I join all those other Monliinans who are coticem«l ; Ixiitl ihe Iransraissioii liiiu pniposLxl li\ M.\ 1 1 
Because we arc so eager to prevent oil and gasdevelopnienl in inappropriate places (and betrausc we I 
celehrale the protectioii oTthe Rocky Mountain Fror tl. we may also be overeagcrtojumii on 
baiid\v;it;oits that SEF.M li) provide lor clean cncr,L;v,l Btit habitat fragmentation is not cletin. Economic S^ 

disadvantage to ordinary citizens in order to provide windfall profits for heavily subsidized large ^ -—' 

corporations is not clean. [ The devalviiit^til property that has long held Vtonlana's open space :ind cji :>' * |^97[ 

[views as one of its values is not clean-| Wind farms on migratory bird flyways kills many. This is rmi , 

dean. E^ 

EkIWe must know exactly what we are doing, who it benefits, who it hurts, what the long-term impacts are, 
— ^whether the trade-offs come anywhere near being worth the development before we jump into 

developing anything. Haven't we, by now, had enough of greed in the name of doing good? How 

gullible are we, when money is waved in our faces. 

15001 1 would ask the DEQ gtiarantee full public participation in siting decisions and that we pay careful 
altenlioti to keeping industrial-scale wind faims and transmission lines near 1-15, well east of the Rocky 
Mountain Front, to protect the viewshed of some of the most spectacular scenery in America. We don't 
have a whole lot lefl. Couldn't we do the right thing here, from the beginning? 

Ruth Rudner-Muench, Harrison, Montana 



Response 495: Comment noted. 

Response 496: Comment noted. 

Response 497: Comment noted. 

Response 498: The range of bird mortalities associated with 
wind farm development is indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts (see Section 4.9). 

Response 499: Costs and risks of the proposed MATL line to 
Montana are discussed in the draft EIS. The benefits and 
costs of the project to Montana are discussed in Sections 1.2 
and 3.13. Potential impacts to Montana customers are 
discussed in Section 3.13. 



Response 500: See response to comment 492. 



.^OL now offers free email to everyone. Find out more about what's free from AOL at .VOL. com. 
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From; Ursula Malison [1illiript@3fivars.ne() 

Posted At: Ssliirday. March 31. 20D7 B.53 AM 
Conversation: MATL Public Camrnenis 
Posted To: MATI 
Subject: MATL Public Gsmmenls 

Mardi3I.2n07 

To: Ml". Civeg ! lallslen. ^kml^ina Department of Erivirt^iinienLiil Qiuility, PC) Bt:.\ 2n[19t)l , Hc;lcn;i, MT' 
S962[t 

Dear Mr. Ilalislcn, 

The iGl]t]\vinj^ Lire my thuti^hts fur {hi:- piiblit' rutuiJ on tile pruputjutl MAfL uud Liii^judiiLcd svjiid lisrma. 

I am a 30 year resident of East Glacier Park, Montana and work in several Nortlicenlral Montana 
hospitals. 1 spend a lot of tiine- driving to and from vvo]it admiring the beauty of this area's unckdtei'cd 
wide open sky and landscapes. I am very distiu'bcd by tlic proposed M.'Vi'L and aisoei;itcd wind fannii 
foraiiumbororroasous. lOommentSOl I 



1) The visual impact ofthe line itself plus wind farms is difficult to imagine. I have seen the wind (anus 
tn Cowley. .Ailberta and neart^rdsEoji on the edge of Waterton Lakes National Park and the few 
LLirbin.es just out of Browni]ig. I personally feel that tht;y rtro nitrusivo^ OLil ofplac^:. tuid detract 
.Hignilieantly from the visual splendor of this unique landscape. This is what draws people (visitors^ to 
otir area. The unbelievable dramatic ticauty ofthe Rockj' Mountain peaks rising out ofthe plains is best 
seen irom the prairie. Are wind tur bines and trans mission lines really what people want to see as they 
drive west toward the moimtains? Comment 502^ 

2) The impact of tlic tiaiisniission line and wind farms on tuigratoiy birds has no* been adequately 
addressed. The Hast Front is a migration conidor for waterfowf, raptors and Bald eagles as they lly to 
and from their nestint; sites in the arctic. How will the turbines and the line affcet Ihcm? I can only 
imagine it having an adverse impact, [Comment 50T] 

3) Last is the issue of planning for wrnd power in Montana. We iiave tno plan other than rushing forward 
in the interest of finding sustainable alternative energy soiiices to oil. ' drive and fly just as much as any 
of Its, so it may seem hypocritical to oppose wind famr developmeitt. feel thai we need to proceed in 
an edacaLed and well researched ntiinner. 

Energy conservation should be foremost in out personal choices as we' I as i n our legislation at (lie state 
and national level . This dependency on foreign oil and all fossil fuels s unacceptable. Next is the wise 
development of alternative energy sources such as wind and solar. In Montana this could mean smail- 
scale, decentralized development th at will not adversely impact oyr second most important source of 
incoine,..iouristn. |CDmmentso4 I 



Let's plan tor all fntnie wind IbiTn development in Montana by studying what has antl hasti'twoifted tn 
other areas, mitigating adverse effects, and looking at the long tenn impacts t>n tourism, migratory birds, 
and our scenic beauty and visLis which awe and inspire tts as Manluna:is as well as those who come to 
visit. Let's have a set of guidelines that we use to plan our future so thai someone else doesn't plan it 
for us. Let's stait with anroredetaileil HIS for the M ATI, IhaL addres.ses the associated wind farms. 



comment 505 



Response 501: Comment noted. 

Response 502: Comment noted. The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4 of this document. 

Response 503: The range of bird mortalities associated with 
wind farm development is indicated in the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts (see Section 4.9). 

Response 504: Comment noted. 

Response 505: Comment noted. Guidelines are addressed in 
response to comments 239 to 241. 
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From: Susan Reneau [blyemountain@mt)nlana.coin] 

Posted At: t^onday, April 02, 2007 1 1 :23 AM 

Conversation: Rocky Mountain From EIS 

Posted To: MATL 

Sub|e<;t: Rocky Mountain Front EIS 

Dear Greg Hallsten. Montanii Dept. of tnvironnienlal Quality: 



Please record the fact that I suppoil a comprehensive EIS on the Rocky Mountain Front anil 
tiiat the Canadian tonipany wishing to use pubhc lands to extract gas and oil wanis one 
[ransmission line thai will lead to more. Iftiiis is allowed, it will set the scene for gas and 
oil extraction lines criss crossing the landscape and destroying the national forests and other 
public lands that are being used. 



Before MATL is approved to put in the transmission line, a complete and broad regional EIS 
mu.st address all aspects of wind farm and transinission and other energy developmenl in 
north central Montana. The public nittsl be fully infomied and written reports must be made 
public. Public meetings must be conducted, t asstime this will happen but because we all 
know what assume means, 1 am writinsthis to you. |c°'^er 



Once these transmission lines are constructed, they will permanently obstruct the glorious 
landscape of the Rocky Mountain Front. Has anyone examined the feasibility of 
undergi'ound transmission lines that would not do too much damage? I am jtist thinking this 
might be a solution. 



Commenl 508 



I support energy excavation but only if it does not ciestroy water quali y, wildlife |cofflnient509] 
habitat and other aspects of life on the Rocky Mountain Front and sti allows oth er 

users of federal public land to enjoy the land that be longs to all of usl Unstghtlyj- — - 

transmission lines all over the land does not attract me especially fot^thelinnifeciL^!!!^!!^!! 

arrount of energy that might be extracted. |piease go carefully and follow all EiS| 
[guidelines for investigation.! icommentsn i 

Sincerely, 

Susan Reneau 
5425 Skyway Drive 
Missoula. MT 59804 

A Tfieodore Roosevelt Republican 



Response 506: MATL has proposed to build a transmission line, 
not to develop oil and gas. The agencies do not have 
regulatory authority over oil and gas development and 
cannot speculate on future development or prepare the EIS 
requested in the comment. 

Response 507: See response to comment 24. 

Response 508: See Section 2.7 for discussion on building the 
MATL line underground. This alternative was considered 
but dismissed. 

Response 509: Comment noted. Water quality should be 
protected with implementation of storm water controls 
required by DEQ. Wildlife and wildlife habitat could be 
adversely affected by construction of the transmission line 
and wind farms. See the discussion of wildlife impacts in 
sections 3.8, 3.10, and the expanded cumulative impacts 
analysis in Sections 4.9 and 4.11. 

Response 510: Comment noted. 

Response 511: The agencies have followed the requirements of 
the Montana Environmental Policy Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act in preparing this EIS. 
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From: Ring, Tom 

Sent: Monday, April 02, 2007 3:48 PM 

To: MATL 

Subject: FW: MATL All Roule 2 suggestion 



From: Lee Otness [mailta;Iee@3riversdbs,net] 
Sent: Friday, t>1arcli 30, 2007 2:16 PM 
To: Ring, Tom 
Subject: MATl. Alt: ^oute 2 suggestion 

Tom, 



Response 512: Comment noted. 

Response 513: Comment noted. A slight realignment has been 
suggested on Mr. Otness' land and land just to the northwest 
of his property. See the discussion in Sections 2.6 and 3.16 
for more information. 

Response 514: Comment noted. 



Ttianks for tiDsling Ihe 3/27 meeling at Conrad You seemed pretty busy aflerwards so I didn't gel a chance 
to fneet you personally. 

Speaking in public is not one of my strengttis but I did have one thing I'd like to suggest If Ait 2 is ultimately 
approved, I believe MATL stiould use long span monopoles on all cropland anrl CRP land This woulit be a 
compromise I could live v^ith end would be considerabl y cheaper for f^l ATL ttian Alt 4, v^hich also incorporates ttiis 
Doncept on a longer, ttrerefore more expensive, route |CammBnt512 I 

In my own situation, out of 1 1 or 12 poles that pass Ihrough my cropland only 3 are monopoles (as best I can 
figure oul from the maps} yet tire rest also diagcnal through cultivated fields. This, along wilh putting as many 
poles as possible on fence lines, v^ould certair^ly make farming around them easier. IComment 513 



I still feel that Alt 4 Is clearly the best route and I'll try and gel a letter to the director stating my concerns, 
Maybe you can mention this idea to the powers that be in the meantime, Icommert 514 I 



Best, 

Lee Otness 



Response to Comments 



203 



MATL Transmission Line EIS 



Response 515: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
socioeconomic impacts in Section 3.13. 



Johnson, Nancy 

From: ONE STOP CENEX [onestop@3rivBrs.net| 

Posted At: Monday. April 02. 2007 444 PM 

Coiwersalion: Positive Comments 

Posted Tor MATL 

Subject: Positive Comments 

To Whom U May Concern 



|Comment515 



I am writing Ihis lelle^ in suppon ol ibe proposed Moniana-Aiberla Tie Iransmission line 
I Ifve In Valley MT end w>e face an uphill battle trying to keep local businesses and our schiools open, I recently 
reviewed the mfomiation available and condude that this transmission tine will create a positive economic spark 
for the Slate of Monlana and Pondera County. Along with Ifiis economic growlh il wilf also provide tfie tax revenue 
needed to keep small schools in our rural communities open, Please do the right thing and move forward witti Ihis 
project so tlia! towns like Valier may continue to prosper in the years to come 

Regards, 



Scott Curry 

Owner 

One Stop Cenex 

Liquor Agency #78 
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From; Mary Hamillon [solplex@mQntana.com] 

Posted At: Tuesday. April 03. 2007 12:32 PM 

Conversation: Large power lines as pari of the FERC new national grid 

Post&d To: MATL 

Subject: Large power lines as pari of the FERC new national grid 



He have a nat:lonal grid with very large power linea as it is. What we need to do in ttie 
future is to thinJc small. That is to think distributed generation. Every time someone 



comes up vith a mimber for a pries of a new sHgrnent of this new cransTni3siDn grid, cry" 

dividing chat price [which ends up being paid tor by our grandchildren in the forTii of 

national debt) by $20,000, which is the cost o£ a good sized solar system for tlie average 

american hone. 

The total cost of that new national grid has been eetitnated to be somewhere in the range 

of 2.3 trillion dollars when all is said and done. There are 114,000,000 households 

projected in America in 2010. that would put a $20,000.00 solar system on every household 

[that includes single person apartments as well) in America. 2.3 trillion would be a nice 

contract for Haliburton, but lets think, about where that gets us. 

Once you've installed that system, it begs for large coal plants, new nuclear plants, 

super-large wind farms, all kinds of centralized generation which is exactly the oppositt 

of what we need. We need to distribute generation. The existing power lines ar- 

perfectly 

adequate if we size wind farms to match local substations capacity, 

install solar everywhere we possibly can at point of use but grid tied, do absolutely 

ever/thing possible in conservation/efficiency and use smart controls from the ground up 

rather than from, the top down. 



Response 516: Comment noted. Distributed generation would 
not meet the needs of the proposed line. 

Response 517: Comment noted. The proposed project would be 
financed privately, and would not contribute to the national 
debt. 

Response 518: Comment noted. 



Commenl517 



Land will be condemned "in the national interest" even though it is the farthest thing 
from the national interest to build large transmission. There will be lots of good 
permanent jobs created with 
di Rtritiiiited gmipration while large power lines and pnwer plants 

would only create boom and bust economies that are very detrimental to cotHTnunities and 
place the dollars in the hands of a few out of state companies CEOs, 
Small is beautiful. 

Mary Hamilton 

Member Solar Plexus LLC 

1605 Stephens Ste B 

Missoula, MT 59801 

PH;406-721-1130 
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From: Miller. Charles [Charles.MillBr@mso.uml,edu] 

Posted At: Wednesday. April 04, 2007 11:30 AM 

Conversation: Reqjest for comprehensive EfS on transmission lines and wind farms 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: Request far comprehensive EIS on transmission lines and wirtd farms 

Dear Sirs: 



ICommentSIS 



I request DEQ lo perform 5 muctr more comprehensive EIS to include the impact of proposed trarsniission lines 
and wind farms on wiildlife and in particular Ihe projecled mortality of hav*Ks and migratory birds in tfie proposed 
development area. 

Thank you for consideration of this important matter, 

Charles Ivliller 



Response 519: The developers of wind farms near the proposed 
line have not revealed their plans yet. Wildlife and wildlife 
habitat could be adversely affected by construction of the 
transmission line and wind farms. DEQ has requested this 
information, but does not have regulatory authority over 
wind farms and cannot demand the information. See the 
discussion of wildlife impacts resulting from the 
transmission line in sections 3.8, 3.10, and the expanded 
cumulative impacts analysis in Sections 4.9 and 4.11. 
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From: sporte@rnea-mfl.org 

Posted At: Wednesday. April 04, 2007 4:r4 PIVI 

Conversation: comments on MATL EIS 

Posted To: MATL 

Subject: comments on MATL EIS 

To wtiom It may concern: 

I am writing in opposition to the MATL proposal- 1 sm a 5'^ generation Monlanan who lives in Helens and 
Choteau, I cherish Montana's rural landscapes, I don't want to see fiuge areas ol our rurai areas transtormed into 
Industrial-style energy famiiS- ICommerrt 520 I 

In particular, it is crucial to protect the viewstiec of the Rocky IvIOLintain Front. It is one of Montaria's most 
spectacular landscapes. It boosts the local economy by bringing in visitors wtio spend irioney in Choteau as well 
as other small towns in the region. That tieips keep local ranchers on the iand, and that too protects our rural 
landscapes and our unique Montana way of life IComment 521 I 



I strongly support renewable ener gy, but it stiould be done on a smail, site-specific scale to avoid unsightly pov^er 
lines and habitat Iragmentation. |Comment522 | 

Thank you considering my comments 

Stlliiw Pi:rU' 

1 27 Jefferson 

Helena, MT 59601 

'(06.443-6397 

«****#***«***i"^******i<*w»*#T***** •=****** ********** 
Only the individual sender is responsible for thecotilent of tlie 
mtrssyge, iind the message does not necessarily reflect the position 
or policy of the Nalional Educalion Association or its affiliales, 



Response 520: Comment noted. The agencies have received no 
apphcations for other transmission lines near the proposed 
line and are not aware of any plans for other transmission 
lines near the proposed line. If other applications are 
received for transmission lines in the area, the subsequent 
environmental review will disclose the impacts. 

Response 521: Comment noted. See Chapter 4. The agencies 
administer no permits specifically for wind farms as energy 
facilities. Persons interested in protecting the viewshed of 
the Rocky Mountain Front would need to work with 
individual developers as wind farms are sited and planned. 

Response 522: Comment noted. To generate the same amount 
of power (600 MW that would include 300 MW south to 
north and 300 MW north to south) as would be shipped on 
the proposed transmission line would require 9,230 small 
turbines (65 KW each) as opposed to 400 turbines, each 
producing 1.5 MW. This would require more disturbance of 
land, possibly more fragmentation of habitat and potentially 
have greater visual impacts as the faster turning small 
turbines would have to be more widely distributed. In 
addition, if the same amount of power would be generated, 
there would still need to be additional transmission lines 
constructed to handle the additional generation even if 
smaller turbines would be built. 
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From: Paul Stephens |greateco@3rwers.netl 

Posted A(: Tliursday, April 05. 2007 5:39 AM 

Conversation: CommenI or ihe DEIS 

Posted To; MAU 

Subject: CommenI on Ihe DEIS 



Here is sometliing 1 wrote .ihmil Ihe MATL in the las! Montana Green Bulletin. I also receivuil ;i copy 
of Ihe DliLS at the hciiring. bul haven't yet suulicd il. The only other conmicnl I would make at Ihi.s hme 
IS lo i|ucslion whelhcr or not this projcci is dependent on the Highwood Ueneraling Slalton boing 
approved. Since we anlicipale ihe I lighwood Slalion will nol he huilt using CFB or puheri/ed coal 
lechnology. ajid other coal-huminj; plants will probably be shul down. Ihcrc may nol be enough power 
generated in Monlana lo support lhi.s line to Canada. Allhougli we should encourage exports lo Canada 
(.since Ihe L'.S. has a b:dance orpaymenls deficit with Canada), we shmddn'l compromise our own 
environmental quality or other values for this puipose. I'm especially concerned Ihal ihe MATL might 
encourage Ihe construction ofntore dirly coal plants, refineries for oil shale, and Ihe like which would 
violate Canada's clean air standards, bul still he legal in Montana and the U.S. Please keep me inlbmied 
on this issue. 



Paul Stephens, Montana Green Bullelin 

PO Box 2501 

Great Falls, MT 59403 



Response 523: Because MATL has no firm contracts to ship 
power from the Highwood Generating Station and because 
power from the Highwood Generating Station would be 
used to satisfy the needs of members of the electric 
generating cooperatives in south-central Montana as well as 
the City of Great Falls, the agencies do not believe that the 
Highwood Generating Station is dependent on the MATL 
line. The agencies recognize that it is possible for power 
from the Highwood Generating Station to be shipped on the 
MATL line when the plant produces more power than the 
owners can use and short term capacity is available on the 
MATL line. See response to comment 25 that discusses the 
need for the project. 

Response 524: See response to comment 523. 



The MBiitana^Albena Tie, Liil. With most of our altenlion being devoted to stopping the Highwood 
Generating Slalion for the past couple of years, a major high-voltage power line connecting Great Falls 
wilh Alberla has largely slipped beneath the radar. It goes through boring farmland, with lilllc impact on 
scenic values or agricultural production, and il is claimed thai it will encourage the growth of wind 
energy production, both for Montana use and for espon lo Alberta, Canada -- the nearest high-density 
urban population lo the fruitful plains ofccntral Montana. 

So far, so good, or so we thought. 1 hail not been following the MATL discussion al all, ! should have 
been suspicious when Peggy Bettrone. the Cily. the Development Aulhorily, and most politicians were 
lining up to promote and support il. But having often been accused of being "against everything," 1 
Ihoughl that maybe 1 could ignore ihis issue entirely. Nol so. The public hearing quickly revealed ihal, 
as one citizen put il, "all Ihe famicrs are against this, and all the politicians are for it." Needless to say. i 
found my sentiments agreeing with Ihe fanners ~ even though some of iheir reasons, like die line would 
interfere with "soil sterilization" in their no-iill, chemical wheat-growing strategies, were anything but 
consistent with Green agronomy. Some of the large local landowners, however, had even better reasons 
than I gave in my early testimony for questioning the validity of this projeet. Comment 524 I 



Whal became clear during the course of the Hearing i,s ihal this line has a lot to do uiili iiie piopo-;ed 
Highwood Slalion and olher "merchani plants." as well as selling Uic cheap hydropower from Missotin 
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P;me2tir3 



Comment 524 
(ContinLied) 



Ri\erdams (now ownei,! by PPL) lo Candida at a greater profit, since Canadians w\\\ pay a premliini 
because ihey are more concerned about meeting Kyoto standards (limiting or luxinggicenh&use j:as 
carbon cmissiansi thjin we arc. I f the Highwood Stmton Isn't built, thcic may be less need or interest in 
building this line. 



IComnmnt 525 



My fotTimcnt*; were \-<-ii. 
by the private, cnmnu-ivu 



1 ouiicr^ i>rihe line. , 



iiii iiH Ihecfisi;; i\ ni burdens alicnding lliig powcrlnK needed w be paJdl 



I questioned whether or not it was appropriate lo use 
Eminent Domain to force lantluwiiers lo accommodate the line, even though this was a private venture 
and nol part or*i regiibilcd, public utility. I w;is given a state website to consult concerning the Eminent 
Domain issue. 



TIjc landowners, m^inv cl nJKiin ii;nl icsiibed ill several regional hearings, were unanimous in criticizing 
the DEQ and other state agencies for promoting out ol'stale corporalians over the interests and well- 
being of Montanans, but most were willing to aecept MATL if all their concerns were answered, and 
Ihey were compensated for their economic losses. Apparently, they individually sign some sort of 
contract wiih the company, and get some sort of financial coitipensalion, but if they don'U Eminent 
Donnain does come into play, and they are Forced lo lake the deal whether they like it or nol. Of couree. 
they always have ihe political option of tiying to shut down the project entirely, and that may happen if 
the company invo lved is not stra ightforward about its real plans and intentions, which it appears il has 
nol always been ' ""' 



Comment 527 



Although two conntKTcial wind (arms are proposed belween Great Fails and Lethbridge, Alberta, in the 
vicinity of Cut Bank, the plans are still vague and apparently not ye| finalized or funded. We have been 
led to believe ihat nothing bul windpower would be distributed by this line (largely from south lo north. 



or from Montana to Alberta, although there seems to be soniethJng in the DEIS which claims thai iCommsnt 529 
Alberta power could be sent south as well -- obviously, both could not happen simultaneously, a li ImuiJi 
one citizen claimed thai the DEIS was misleading on that account). But most power produced in 
Montana is still coal-fired, and it's all mixed together on the grid. If Canadians pay more for the clean 
wind and hydro-power, then we are stuck with liic dirty coal power, and (here would be more incentives 
to build plants like the Kighwood Station and keep the antiquated (and very dirty) Colstrip in operation. 

Theqnesljon remains [hat il the llighwood Station isn't built, and current windpower projects are used in 
place of It - even la Uil" extent of .shutting down existing coal plants at Colstrip. etc. - then why do we 
need a major power Iransnusaion line to Canada? This was a poini forcefully made by several opponents 
of the line. |Comment529 j 



So far, though, tiie environmental and clean energy communities haven't mobilized against it. Citi/cns 
for Clean Energy was holding its weekly meeting at the same time, but al the other end of town, and 
only Mark Good and Gene Seniz of envirnnnienlahsts 1 know testified mildly against MATL. or in 
support of it with certain caveats. Mark gave a good presentation in favor of windpower, although both 
he and Gene, who is Irom Choteau. were concerned about hues and wmd turbines impacting the scenic 
values of the Rocky Mnunlaiu Front. Cholcau resident and comedian David Leilennan has even joined a 
landowner's suit to oppose Ihc constniciitjn of powcrliiies from Gibson Dam, so I don'l suppose he cares 
much for MATL. either. [Comment 530 I ... 

' ' |CommBnt63f 1 



[n fact, the proposed lineivill he 30milesor mor dihissideof the Front, on flat farmland uiihonl v | 
minintitl impact on scL-nerv or other tourist vaJucs] However, il will impose considerable costs mi ICnmmRnr ^7 



fanners who must farm around the large pylons which support ihe wires. These also impact aei];il u 
spraying, and Buck O'Brien, a pronitneni farmer and foniicr candidate for Congress mentioned [h;iL i. 
of his friends had actually died in a spray plane coHiaion with a power line. [ 1 here is niso llic consnirT 
[hLt^aid from ck-ciro-maLjiieLn. r.tLiiijUun ilAllQ liumhigh-VLjitage power hi|es. winch has bL-eii ^ — 



Response 525: Comment noted. 

Response 526: See response to comment 8. 

Response 527: Comment noted. The agencies are not 

''promoting'" the apphcant or proposed project. They are 
responding to MATL's application as required by law. 

Response 528: See response to comment 93 for more 

information on how the line might be used for short-term 
transactions when wind generators are not fully using their 
contracts to ship power. Power can be shipped both ways on 
a transmission line simultaneously especially if switches are 
installed at a midpoint substation. 

Response 529: The need for this line is stated in Section 1.2.1 is 
"to connect the Montana electrical transmission grid with the 
Alberta electrical transmission grid (no direct connection 
currently exists), provide access to potential markets for new 
and expanding power generation facilities in the vicinity of 
the proposed transmission line, and improve transmission 
access to markets seeking new energy resources." A power 
line would still be needed to ship power to and from Canada 
and satisfy the needs of wind generators which have signed 
contracts with MATL. 

Response 530: Comment noted. 

Response 531: The draft EIS notes major visual impacts would 
occur where the line passes in close proximity to houses, 
roads and recreation sites. In general, the presence of the 
line in the foreground distance (within Vi mile) from these 
viewpoints would result in major visual impact. This 
includes roads traveled by tourists. 
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dcnionslraicd m have heallh impucis buth on people and li\'esiack. The power indtistr)', orcourse, 
vigorously denies this, and like global warminj!. ha.^i suppressed and de-f;i roved miicli nl the research 
which details and quantifies this risk. 



CommGnt 533 
(Contimed) 
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Response 532: The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Response 533: Section 3.4.2 describes potential health effects 
from the transmission line. 
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From: 


B HogQan [mbkc4@botmail com] 


Posted At: 


Ttiursday. April 05. 2007 1:33 PM 


Conversation: 


Powerline 


Posted To: 


MATL 



Subject: 



Powerljne 



Dear ToTti: 

Thank you fat making every effort possible to meec /^Ich landowners and people affec-t:eci 
by the proposed lAATL powerline. 

Moving the line a little farther west in ttie Belgian aill area, along with the single 
pole construction, was very well received by the four homeowners directly affected. 

We, by far, prefer Alternative Route 2 -- it would flow ttirough the area better wittiout 
the sharp turns and would be much easier to look at and live witli. 

Thank you once again for taking our home into consideration on this proponed powerline 
route. 



Response 534: Comment noted. Moving the line to the west 
appears to conflict with use of a side-roll irrigation system 
just south of the irrigation canal on the proposed reroute. 
Therefore another option in this area is identified in Section 
2.6 and the agencies are accepting additional comment on 
alternatives in this area. Alternative 4 would avoid more 
homes in this area than the proposed alignment. 



Sincerely. 

Mike and Barbara Hoggan 

2546 Belgian Hill Road 
Valier, HT b94B6 
406-273-7892 



Comment 534 



Mike and Barbara Hoggan 
Tnbkc4<9hotinail .com 



Interest Rates Fall Again! $430,000 ftortgage for $l,399/ino - Calculate new payment 
http: //www. lowermybi lis- com/Ire/ index. JBp?'aourt:eid=lcnb-9632 -lSS79'Stmoid=75ei 
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From: Slarshine [drslarshlreigbresnannetl 

Posted At: Thursday. April 05. 2007 3:21 PM 
Conversaeion: MATL Comment 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: MATL Comment 

Greg Hallsten, 



Response 535: Comment noted. 
Response 536: Comment noted. 



ICofTiniBnt SS 



t am concerned about the huge power lines that MAT 
lines will cut across land whether it is tilled or forested 



proposes to InfitaM. The power 
causing havoc either way. Montana 



needSt instead, small power plants for each area becau ie 

Great aTiiotints of electricity are lost in transmission.J Thg reason the aiuminuni plant was 
built In Columbia Falls is because it was cheaper to ship the bauxite to the power of 
Hungry Horse Dam than the power to the bauxite in HaustonI 



IComment S3B 



Starshine 

1200 32nd STreet S. #50 

Great Falls, MT 59405 

453-8989 



Be who you are and say what you feel. 
Those who mind don't matter. 
Those who matter don't mind. Sue&s 



5''8/2a07 
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From: 
Posted At: 
Conversation: 
Posted To: 

Subject: 



Ma^sen. R.W, and L.S, [ma[f)senlsrni@yahao,cam] 
Thursday. April 06. 2007 3:63 PM 
MATL Comments 
MATL 

MATL Comments 



Comments on ttie MATL {Montana Alberta Tie Line) 



Comment 537 



Tlie proposed transmission line from Great Falls to Lethbridge. Alberta, has its merits - 
stimulating energy developments along the corridor between Lethbridge and Great Fall:? 
But there are assQciated grablens that need to be addrgnSsed more £ulK'. 



The line should not be routed near the Rocky 



iConment 538 



1. 

Mountain Front so as to detract from the natural beauty of the landscape nor should 

impair the visual landscape of the Front. So the route chosen should be on the east 

Qt 1-15. 

2. A careful and complete assessment of the energy to F^ 

be transmitted by this line needs to undertaken. Will this line serve only to get I 

electricity moved north to Canada where it will eventually be transmitted to the wc; ■ 

perhaps south back to Washington and Oregon? 

Will it also stimulate more plans for coal-fired electricity generating faciliti es , 
its route? ICom 

That would cause unacceptable environment and medical oroblews along tlie eorridor ^=: 



will the primary beneficiaries of this line be the 



developers of the wind farms - typically out-of-state companies that take much of Llitr 
profit with them? How will this development benefit the local residents and land owners? 



TT This is a step in the development of part of a new 
transmission grid that will encourage centralized generation of energy. But both the need 
and the current direction for future energy generation is for distributed generation - 
many smaller plants located where the needs are for energy use. This is whre solar and 

wind energy will make major contributions, IComment 5« 

Iwlnd generation of electricity should not be concentrated in large wind farms. ' — 



Ronald M. Mathsen 
122 Treasure State Drive 
Great Falls, HT 59404-3402 
Phone: 406-727-098? 



Response 537: Comment noted. 

Response 538: Comment noted. The line is not routed near the 
Rocky Mountain Front. See Figure 1.1-1 and response to 
comment 232. 

Response 539: See response to comment 529. 

Response 540: See response to comment 529. Whether or not 
unacceptable environmental or medical problems would be 
stimulated would depend on the design and location of 
hypothetical future coal-fired electrical generating plants 
along the route. The agencies are not aware of future plans 
for coal-fired generation plants that would be dependent 
upon the MATL line. 

Response 541: The primary beneficiaries of this line will be the 
company that proposes to build this line (Montana Alberta 
Tie Ltd. owned by Tonbridge Power Inc.), and any wind 
developers that build wind generators as a result of this line. 
Those benefits would be realized in the form of any profits 
made from these ventures. Stockholders of Tonbridge Power 
Inc. and of wind farm companies could also benefit from 
stock ownership if these companies are successful. Local 
residents and land owners are expected to experience 
benefits and costs from the line. See Section 3.13 for more 
discussions of the costs and benefits from MATL. 



Response 542: Your opinion is noted. Solar power is currently 
more expensive than wind or coal generated power. While 
there is much discussion and research being devoted to 
decentralized power generation, at this time it is not 
proposed at a scale that would replace the proposed line. 

Response 543: Comment noted. 
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Response 544: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 

Response 545: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 

Response 546: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts in Chapter 4. 

Response 547: The agencies have no regulatory authority to site 
wind farms and little if any regulatory authority to require 
mitigating measures to control how they would be built. See 
the revised cumulative impacts discussion in Section 4.16 for 
more detail on visual impacts of wind farm development. 
Persons interested in implementation of mitigating measures 
should work with individual developers as wind farms are 
sited and planned. 
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Narional Parks Conservation Association 

Vmiedin^ Parks faiPulujt Ge/Kfufms'E- 



A]iiil ^. 2(]()7 

Monlana l^jpiirlmtjiit ol I:iivirtH;Tin.'nlEil Qualily 

Direclor'sOfllce 

PO Box 21)0901 

Hclci>a. MT 59620-0901 

Ann: tircg Halkk'n 

EJearMr. Hallstcn, 

T have reviewed Ike Drafl EIS fur the pnvposed MATL transmissinii hue. Please consider my 
commenis on bchairolllie Naliuiuil Parks Conscrviilion Associalioii. We arc a nalional iion- 
prcfil organization, represcnliiig more llian 330.1)00 mcinhcrs, with a mission lo protect nalional 
parks for lulurc getieratrons. 

Our eoiiimenis are limited to the potential impact of ihis project, its connected actions and 
cumulative effects on park and ecosystem values and the experience of visitors lo Watcrton- 
Glacier International Peace Park and the surrounding Crovim of the Continent region. 



Comment 544 



The Dt'tS states llial the intention and likely alTcel of this project is in LuHilale the devektpnieiii 
ofwind liiniis. lUnvevcr, the DRIS dues nul prtividL* nnich inlorninlion ahuiil the polenlial 
scope. Ineauon and magnitude ofwind I'ami development. We hiive ohser\cd the recent 
proliferation ofwhid larnis near Piiicli Crcik, which appears to have proceeded in a piecemeal 
fashion without a comprehensive plan to address scenic values and peiiiaps also avian values. 
Wc arc coiKcmed thai the DI:!S does iwt take a harder look at the pulential connected actions 
and cumulative effects of wind (ami development, We would like to sec these issues addressed 
in greater delail before a ROD is issued. 



The DEIS slates on page 4- 1 6 ihu ''Wind generation facililies (aasociated with aod facilitated by 



this transinission line) would be highly visible and not eampatible with the natural landscape. p°'"'T^"^^^^ 

Operating windmills would generate a strobe e ffect and blade glint, Red tower lights at night 

would also adversely impact visual resources." IFurlher. the DEIS states. "( )peralion of u iit.] ' 

lariib kvtHild ctMiirihute lo long tenn avitin won lily and potentially adversely afl'cei hni! | Comment 546 I 

mitzralion paUeriis "" 



We believe the renewable wind energy can be a positive development oppnrlunity for the region, 
hut wc want to make sure it is done ri^l. Both visual and a\iaii impacts eitn be mitigated by 
, filing, in terms of both location and magiii Hide/ frequency. However, we arc not aware of any 



(]l,|[ TF* i ii'iil <Mrifr Nnnh.TTi Kinkn-^ RPHinTi:il *.illir. 

.^(■ev-c Tlmmpsim.. Pmnram XLinagcr 

t^O. Uos -I4«.S, ftluictaih. Mr-ntun;! S'm" • (4lWil W.2 (.7^! 
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Response 548: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4 for further explanation of the types of impacts 
that may occur and Appendix O for possible measures to 
reduce these impacts. The agencies do not have regulatory 
authority over siting of wind farms. 

Response 549: Your worst case scenario is not likely from the 
proposed line and planned projects. Extensive development 
of dispersed wind generation projects may pose a greater 
threat to viewsheds and birds using the area. See response to 
comments 182 and 522. Although wind farms associated 
with the proposed MATL transmission line could be located 
west of Interstate 15, the agencies are unaware of any that 
would be located west of Highway 89. Where developments 
are located depends on project economics, availability of 
transmission capacity, landowner agreements, and the wind 
resource. 
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NFCA Cmimetm m MATL DEIS 



Page : 

i>pp(irtuiii[y Ibrllio public and j;incmJTit.-ni rcyiilaiors lo evaluaic iho "biij pKliuc" ul"liuv\ and 
where windl farnis miiihl be dcvo loped in nsspciaiion witli this iTansmission line, In the absenc e 



lain propinnmalie hard Inok .il iIk- Liinniluluc L"rfecl>i and a bigpieture sisiny )ilan. il si 
that this KIS i^ prtibably the appropriiilc pJaL-i: lu establish the framework for where mid how 
many wind farms may be devolopoi. This may be our only opportunity lo gc! it righl froiii \\k 
jiL-i-yp Please correct us if DP.Q forsces another nppori unity throiigli MPPA^NHPA :iiu! ihi 
perniillmg proccsr; in eonsidcr ifie eumulalivc and hi^-pjctiire scenarios for wind fami 
development along Ihc Rocky Moiiniain Front prior to wind fann fonstnielion. 



NPC'A's concerns about the poleniial Impacts of wind fanns diminisii the farther they may occur 
from Glacier and the Rocky Mountain From. Wind lamisto the cast of M5 arc not an issue of 
coneera ofNPC'A. Our interest increases lo the west of hi 5. and partieulaily to the west of 
Highway Ii9. Our worsi-casc scenario is a nearly unbroken line of wind farms thai would 
permanently mar the view of ihc Rocky Mountain Front and thai niiyhi impact the annual npriiii! 
rapuir migration. The DPiS. howc\cr. does not indicate whether such a scenario is within ihc 
realm of feasibility. We would [ike to sec Uicsc questions and concerns addressed in the lliiiil 
MKPA documents. 



Comment 549 



Thank you for this opportunity to comment on ihe Dratl MATL EIS, 
Sincerely, 

Steve Thompson 
Senior Program Manager 
Glacier Field Office 



Glactw FicW Ofliti- ■ N.uilum a.»cki^^ Rt-gionul OHici 

Sicvf Tlwnipion, Pingrem Manujirr 

P,(V. Bum 4485. mncfBh.Moniana 5W ♦ [4Wi) 8(i2 f.722 
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From: brian harcourl |(3rbs@earthlink.nall 

Posted At: Friday, April 06. 20O7 4:12 PM 
Conversation: MATL Power Line PlacemenI 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: MATL Power Line Placement 

My Irieiul Jinimci \vas in a wheel chair from the age of 12. He never had an opportunity lo do man)' 
recreational ihinys Jiic to this handicap. 



KobcTl ! ;inK-\ liavc .lnnii]or aiul hts friends the exclusive riglits to huiil on hi.s property on tile I etnn 
River. 1 Ins went on tor Iwents five years until .linmier passed away, IComment 



Response 550: Comment noted. 

Response 551: Comment noted. 

Response 552: Hunting can continue near and around a power 
line. Health concerns are discussed in Section 3.4.2. 



M'ier his passing, the hunting rights went to the handicapped, and the 12lo l.l year-old.s. ihi^ l:;i\l 
h. I people a chance to htuit without strenuous activity, or having lo travel considerahle distances. 



Icommenl SsC] 

I'lease put the proposed power line next lo the existing N.W.E. line so people can still hunt on Carney 
piopeny 



H'llie line can'l he moved, the recreation on the Carney land will prohably end Decaiise of I 



llic land h.'iiig divitlcd hy a power Hiie. this could cieatca health risl^. 



— brian harcourt 

— Ikbwiieartlihnk ncl 

— EarthLink: The ^1 provider of the Real Internet. 
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From; Russ & Loraine Wahl [rwgSnversdbs.nel] 

Posted Al: Salufday. April 07, 2007 5;28 PM 
Conversation: MATL 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: MATL 



Response 553: Comment noted. See additional discussion of 
costs associated with farming around structures in Section 
3.13. 



Hi, 



ICommert 553 



I am in full support of Ihe conslruclion of the proposed MATL line II will be a financial benefit to Moflfi Montana 
and the communities affected As a farmer, t am aware of ttie inconvenience of tiaving to farm around poles on 
our farmiand, yet considering Ihe con^persation already offered, the MATL iine stiould not be of consequence to 
those affected. Please expedite tf>is project as quickly as possible 

Sincerely, 



Russ Wahl 
P.O. Box 1268 
Cut Bank, MT 59427 
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From: Jim and Sue Brown [woodsy@onGwesl nel] 

Posted At: Sunday, April 08. 2007 1 0: 1 3 AM 
Conversation; Montana Alberta Transmission Line 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject; Monlana Ali^erla Transmission Line 

lo Montun^ Iloparlnicnl Lit Iinirnnnicnial Quality; 



Response 554: See the revised discussion of cumulative impacts 
in Chapter 4. 



ICommsnt 654 



The HIS OH MA'i L is way loo liiniiecl. !t does not address the cxicnsivt « md famii ihat will bv Jii adjiitici lo Ihc iians miss urn 
line. The tlS musi a«iiiress iln- L-umulmivc impacw on \ tew shed nnid wildlife. It should address the need in i:(;nsinit:i coul, 
gas or hydropower pnwer pLmts Id supple men I wimi cm-rgy hi short rhis limited tIS is woefully inailequaiL- 

Jtm Rrowii 
1504Woi>d5Giileb 
Missoula. MT 59802 
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From : Kale Sako [kate5aka@msn.cdml 

Posted Al: Sunday. April 08. 2007 332 PM 
Conversation: MonlanB-Albena Tie Line (MATL) EIS 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: Montana-Alberta Tie Line (MATLl EIS 

Re Muntonti-Albt-rtd Ik' line (MA 11) lilS 

Mr, Hallstei-i; 



Comment 555 



I kivL' the idLM 111 tlL'VL'Iupiiig renewable errergv resources, partitularjv in ways that benefit and 
.support Montana's traditions, such as ranching, farming, and quiet enioyment of the 
outdoors. 1 lowever, we sluiuld take the opporhanity to Kiliy plan the development from start 
to finish. We know enough about the goals and tendencies of energy industries and the value 
of landscapes tu plan energv trajismission and wind development right from the start. 
1 live outside of East Glacier, backing up to the Badger-Two Medicine. Mv tamilv and I walk 
in the Badger-Two Medicine almost every day, and often \'isit the RiK'ky Mountain Front 
between Browning and Great Falls. It is a spectacular place that is cherished by Montanans 
and non-Montanans alike. 1 know how cjuickly a landscape can be transformed bv power lines 
and wind turbines. My homt'to\vn is Richland, Washington — it is a beautiful desert area with 
a few hills dotting the landscape. On a recent visit there, 1 was shocked to see one of the 
"hills", which use to seem distant and serene, covered with wind turbines. The turbines are so 
large that the hill seemed to move towards the town and become smaller, all at the same time. 
It feels like some dropped an industrial park on the town. 1 doubt the residents there knew 
that their landscape would change so drastically with the addition of the wind turbines. 
Although the MATL project is about a single transmission line, it is clearly closely associated 
with additional energy production and transmission issues, including the development of 
wuid farms and possibly other energy sources. The first step is always critical because once 
one line is in people will argue that another line or related structure isn't going to make that 
much difference. Thus, the first step should include careful consideration of nil the items that 
might logically or necessarily follow. This includes consideration of actual long-term financial 
benefit to Montana communities (not just how much money is being generated and going to a 
company who is involved in the process), types and kinds of energy development follow-on 
and their impact on the environment, and long-term maintenance and removal Lssues. 
In particular, the Rixky Mountain Front and the prairies and ranches running along it need to 
be protected from any energi' development or transmission that degrades the scenic, 
recreational and economic values of the area. Thus, no transmission hues or wind farms 
should be licensed or allowed along the Front. Further, we shouldn't cut ctirners or pressure 
any private landiwvners or public leaseholders nto accepting these plans. For example, if tiir 
transmission line developer complains that hav ng single poles on fann land is too expensive, 
even though it is best for the fanners, then the i evelopers need to rethink their plans. Fvery 
benefit should be given to the Montana farmer, rancher and landovi'ner to ensure the quality of 
life along the Rocky Mountain Front is maintaii ed, if not made fictter. We can't afford to 



Response 555: Comment noted. The discussion of cumulative 
impacts for the proposed MATL transmission line has been 
expanded in Chapter 4. The agencies administer no permits 
specifically for wind farms as energy facilities. It is possible 
that few if any state permits would be necessary for projects 
proposed on private lands with no stream or wetland 
crossings or encroachments. Persons interested in protecting 
the viewshed of the Rocky Mountain Front would need to 
work with individual developers as wind farms are sited and 
planned. 

Response 556: Comment noted. 



5/8/2<)n7 
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Page 2 iir2 



sacrifice thest^ placus for pnijt'cts that mainly benefit ctii'pnration.K, other states, other counti'ie.% 

etc. 

Thiinks far taking ni\' cninmL-nts intn uiccnunt. Please keep me inNinnetl of the prn>^i'es« nf this 

pntject. 

Katie Sako 

TO Box 475, East Glaeier, VIT' 5W^4 

(406) 226-4699 



Comment 556 
CContirued) 



5/8/20(17 
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From: Craig Storle |CACSASTORLE@msn,com] 

Posted At: Sunday, April OS, 2007 11:11 PM 
Conversation: Power Line from Montana to Canada 
Posted To: MATL 
Subject: Power Line from Montana to Canada 

Dear f^r, Greg Hallsten: 



Comment 557 



I am Writing in concern witti tine proposed tower line by MATL across Montana to Canada. I 
believe If The Executives of MATL were told that the people of Montana wanted to use tile ugliest 
power pole system across their backyards t lere would be a different viewpoint by their wives anc 
children. If they wish to have this power p( le line go throLigh, Montana should insist on a single 
pole system no matter the cost. If MATL ca i afford tiie H style pole system you know that the 
system Is planned to make a return on the i nv e & t m o nt tiut a t M o ntjin a n' s c oa t " the v i ew o f t hti 
land and our ability to fai-m it economically If MATL insist on continuing to threaten Montanan's 
with eminent domalri, Montana should make MATL fight it all the way through the court system, I 
doubt due to the cost MATL would follow through with their threats. I feel they should be single 
pole system and follow the section lines or existing power line in piact:. This w ould ciecit:: th e least 
amount on Impact on the land and those trying to make a living off the 1 



I Comment 55S 



I have had the privilege to be allowed to watch my young children experience the outdoors on Mr. 
Robert Carney's land and many of the other land owners of Teton County. He has been gracious 
enough to allow the handicapped and young to hunt on his property. The proposed power line 
wants to cut through the middle of his property rather than follow the existing line. The existing 
line is also the ugly H pole system, which I feel should have never been allowed. I feel as 
Montanans we need to take pride In what our environment looks like and how it is used. Please, 
consider making MATL use the single pole system, follow the section lines, and existing system. I 
thank you for taking the tiiTie to hear a Montanans point of view on MATL and iL'-'i iiiipo ..-ii 
Impact on the land and land owners, \ r.nmmart ^q I 



Sincerely, 



Craig and Amy Storle 
Dutton, Montana 



Response 557: Comment noted. 

Response 558: Comment noted. 

Response 559: Use of monopoles and following section lines are 
measures adopted to address land use impacts where 
appropriate. Many existing lines in Montana use H-frame 
wood poles. This structure type would be used on the 
MATL line in range land and in selected locations on crop 
land. The presence of the new line on Carney property 
would not preclude use of the land for hunting. 



5/7/2007 
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The following comments are summarized from hearings 
conducted on the draft EIS. 

Comment 560: Commenter strongly opposes cutting across a field 
on a diagonal on the Belgian Hill Alternative. The field is currently 
in CRP but the contract will run out in a few years. Commenter 
wants the line to go along the field line or property line with no 
diagonals through the field. 

Response 560: Comment noted. 

Comment 561: Monopoles are the same price as dual pole H- 
frame structures. Directly embedded steel monopoles are the 
same price as H-frames. 

Response 561: See responses to comments 38 and 357. 

Comment 562: Opposes cutting diagonally across field on Belgian 
Hill Alternative and commenter wants to see the line built along the 
field line or property line. 

Response 562: Comment noted. The trade offs between 

alignments in the Belgian Hill Road area are summarized in 
Section 2.6 and 3.16. 

Comment 563: A bill was introduced in Montana's recent 
legislative session to give property owners crossed by a new 
transmission line a property tax break as a way for the state to help 
these landowners who are making sacrifices for the public good. 

Response 563: House Bill 843 would have exempted property 
taxes on lands that are within 660 feet on either side of the 
midpoint of a transmission line right-of-way or easement 
which had a design capacity of 30 megavoltamperes or 
greater and was constructed after January 1, 2007. The type 
of land that was to be exempted was agricultural lands. 
House Bill 843 did not pass the 2007 Legislature. This 



exemption of property taxes was incorporated into House 
Bill 3 in the Special Session of 2007 and was signed into law. 

Comment 564: Commenter supports Alternative 4 as it does a 
good job of addressing landowner concerns. It would take only 4-5 
months to pay off the extra costs of Alternative 4. 

Response 564: Comment noted. 

Comment 565: The draft EIS does not compare what the added 
cost would be for affected farmers to farm around this line for the 
next 100 years relative to MATL's costs to build each alternative. 

Response 565: The agencies have worked with consultants to 
better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 
3.13 for additional information. 

Comment 566: DEQ did a good job developing Alternative 4 but 
caved into MATL by selecting modified Alternative 2. 

Response 566: Comment noted. 

Comment 567: The Belgian Hill Road alignment is through 
farmland, not grassland on the north side of the alignment. 

Response 567: On the north side of the alignment, north of the 
irrigation canal, the alignment traverses about 2,320 feet of 
grassland and then about 320 feet of cultivated land which 
likely can be spanned. South of the canal the revised 
alignment runs north-south traversing about 1,030 feet of 
land irrigated with a side roll irrigation system oriented east- 
west. This system would probably have to be broken apart 
and reassembled on the far side of one structure each time it 
is used in the future. From here, the revised line would run 
north-south along irrigated fields for about 7,900 feet. South 
of this point the line would be diagonal for about 3,030 feet 
across farm land before rejoining the proposed alignment. 
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The Belgian Hill Road alignment is actually through 
farmland and was identified incorrectly in the draft EIS as 
grassland. The agencies are soliciting comment on these 
alignments and another possible alignment in the Belgian 
Hill Road area. See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for additional 
information. 

Comment 568: Commenter already has 22 H-frames on his land 
which are located on a diagonal and 21 more are proposed. 
Nowhere in the Major Facility Siting Act does it mention that 
MATL's ability to borrow funds is a decision criterion. 

Response 568: The Major Facility Siting Act requires a finding 
"that the facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives." 

Comment 569: Commenter supports Alt 4. 

Response 569: Comment noted. 

Comment 570: The draft EIS failed to address the cost to farmers 
who have to farm around the structures for the life of the line. 

Response 570: DEQ has worked with consultants to better 
quantify the costs of the line to farmers. See Section 3.13 for 
additional information. 

Comment 571: Having to farm around structures on Alternative 2 
would cost more than the additional cost of building Alternative 4. 
The commenter estimates it would cost farmers an additional 
$6,522,000 to farm around the structures over the life of the line. 

Response 571: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 



Comment 572: Page 3-157 of the draft EIS draws a conclusion on 
the cost to farm around structures but it's hard to quantify the cost 
to local farmers from a Canadian study done in 1970 and then 
converting costs to today's US dollar values. 

Response 572: Comment noted. Additional discussion of 

alternatives in the Diamond Valley area is found in Sections 
2.6 and 3.16. See Section 3.13 for additional information 
about the cost to farmers. 

Comment 573: Commenter feels insulted by DEQ's view that 
annual payments proposed by MATL for farming around structures 
is mitigation for impacts. 

Response 573: Mitigation is typically viewed as a measure that 
will reduce or eliminate an impact. While the measure 
proposed by MATL would not eliminate an impact, it might 
reduce the impact through compensation. 

Comment 574: The draft EIS cites MATL's economic ability and 
demands but does not mention their $28 million per year revenue 
stream to pay additional costs of Alternative 4. Reconsider 
Alternative 4 after doing a fair economic analysis. 

Response 574: Comment noted. See Section 3.13 for additional 
information on farming costs. The agencies have worked 
with area landowners and identified three additional 
alignments in the Diamond Valley area. These are described 
in Sections 2.6 and 3.16. 

Comment 575: Commenter believes the draft EIS is an economic 
statement and not an environmental impact statement. 

Response 575: Your opinion is noted. 

Comment 576: Are annual payments to landowners a condition of 
the Major Facility Siting Act certificate? If so, what is the amount 
per pole? 
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Response 576: Annual payments are part of the applicant's 
proposal. As proposed by MATL annual payments would 
vary with placement within a field and the degree to which 
farming practices are interfered with. Annual payments of 
this nature are a new concept in Montana. See Section 3.13 
for further discussion of costs to farming around poles. 

Comment 577: Commenter is opposed to the line if it doesn't run 
north/south and east/west. He farms around 44 existing structures. 
Alternative 2 would move the proposed line off his place. DEQ's 
proposed reroute in the Diamond Valley area would put the line 
close to 17 existing poles. Commenter prefers Alternative 2 rather 
than DEQ's tentative preferred alignment. 

Response 577: Comments noted. See Sections 2.6 and 3.16 for 
discussion of local routing options in the Diamond Valley 
area that could be required by the agencies to reduce 
impacts. 

Comment 578: Commenter would prefer monopoles on his land 
rather than H-frames. 

Response 578: Comment noted. 

Comment 579: A member of the local Port Authority commented in 
support of the transmission line because it could add several 
million and possibly a billion dollars to the area economy; the line 
would allow for wind energy generation, and would increase tax 
revenue. 

Response 579: Comments noted. See revised Section 3.13 for 
updated tax revenues as a result of the passage of House Bill 
3, Tax Incentives for Energy Development which recently 
passed the Montana Special Legislative Session. 

Comment 580: Commenter supports Alternative 4 because it 
balances impacts and costs; DEQ did a good job developing this 



alternative but made a mistake when it tentatively selected 
Alternative 2 with mitigation. 

Response 580: Comments noted. 

Comment 581: On page 2-10 of the draft EIS there is an error 
when it says there was no plan to use extra fiber optic line for other 
commercial purposes. Six months ago a Tonbridge press release 
said the company was exploring the commercial value of the fiber 
optic overhead ground wire. If the company used the potential 
revenue from the fiber optic lines, wouldn't this aid in the recovery 
of extra costs for Alternative 4? 

Response 581: See response to comment 346. 

Comment 582: There is an error on page 2-40 where the draft EIS 
indicated that there is a potential upgrade to 400 MW in each 
direction, 800 MW total. In a MATL press release it was stated that 
the line might be upgraded to 450 MW. 

Response 582: See response to comments 346 and 626 for 
discussion of line capacity. 

Comment 583: Any upgrade is a potential revenue increase to 
MATL and should be factored into DEQ's decision. 

Response 583: Comments noted. At this time no upgrades are 
proposed. 

Comment 584: On pages 2-45 though 2-47 four alternatives were 
dismissed solely on the basis of higher costs including guyed 
versus self-supporting angle structures, underground construction, 
use of monopoles, and a tie into Western Area Power 
Administration's line at Shelby. Why is it appropriate for the 
agency to dismiss alternatives based upon concern for MATL's 
costs. DEQ is protecting MATL, not Montana's farmers. DEQ 
admits that there would be a higher cost to farmers in the long run 
but the tentative proposed route does not require the company to 
use monopoles placed on field lines. MATL will be able to recoup 
these higher costs in the long-term. It is not appropriate for DEQ to 
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rely on the company to some how mitigate these increased costs 
with some yet to be calculated and agreed upon payment. The 
company is not required to make such a payment. These 
payments need to be specified in the certificate. DEQ needs to do 
a proper balancing as required by ARM 17.26.1607. 

Response 584: It is appropriate to dismiss alternatives because 
the Major Facility Siting Act requires a finding "that the 
facility minimizes adverse environmental impact, 
considering the state of available technology and the nature 
and economics of the various alternatives." The agencies will 
balance factors listed in their administrative rules and 
regulations as required by statute before making a decision. 
The agencies worked to quantify the costs of the line to 
farmers and compare those costs with the costs to MATL of 
pursuing the more expensive alternative (See Section 3.13). 

Comment 585: Table 13-1-11 describes the positive tax benefits to 
counties but these revenues could be cut by 75 percent if Governor 
Schweitzer's clean and green energy bill is passed by the 
legislature. 

Response 585: See revised Section 3.13 for estimates on property 
tax savings to MATL from recent changes in the law. 

Comment 586: On page 4-18 the draft EIS discusses easement 
payments. This discussion is not required by the Major Facility 
Siting Act. 

Response 586: The Montana Environmental Policy Act requires 
that an EIS disclose the economic impacts of regulations on 
an applicant. Easement payments made on MATL's 
proposed route would be an adverse economic impact of 
regulation if another alternative is selected. 

Comment 587: If MATL already paid for ROW access and that 
alternative is not permitted, MATL may lose the money they 
already spent. To seek easements and pay for routes that have 



not been permitted by DEQ is a business decision MATL made 
which it was free to make and the agency should not base 
decisions about the project on any such payments. 

Response 587: Comments noted. 

Comment 588: A commenter provided additional information on 
the number of jobs that may be generated at a wind farm. A wind 
farm may generate 10 jobs but more likely only one or two jobs. 

Response 588: Your opinion is noted. See Section 4.14 for further 
discussion of the economic impacts from wind farms. 

Comment 589: The mayor of Cut Bank fully supports findings in 
the draft EIS and the proposed route. 

Response 589: Comments noted. 

Comment 590: A member of the MATL American Advisory 
Committee noted that MATL tried to accommodate everyone. The 
project is important to Glacier, Toole, Pondera, and Teton counties 
as well as the Great Falls area. While Great Falls is looking at an 
expensive coal fired generation project, wind power could be 
harnessed for energy but a transmission line is needed for this type 
of generation. He supports the project. 

Response 590: Comments noted. 

Comment 591: A tribal member supports Alternative 3 because it 
is a little closer to the Blackfeet Indian Reservation and thus would 
give a potential advantage to wind projects on the Blackfeet Indian 
Reservation. 

Response 591: Comments noted. 

Comment 592: A Toole County Commissioner and member of the 
Port Authority in Shelby supported the MATL project because it is 
necessary for wind farms, several million dollars could be invested 
in Toole and Glacier counties, and this investment could help the 
tax base and possibly lower taxes for other property owners. 
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Further, he supports alternative that causes the least impacts to 
farmers urges DEQ to make a decision quickly so the project can 
move forward. 

Response 592: Comments noted. 

Comment 593: The Mayor of Shelby and Director of the Port 
Northern Montana commented that DEQ did a good job looking so 
thoroughly at the alternatives. MATL has done a good job trying to 
accommodate property owners and farmers. He supports the idea 
of making annual payments for those having structures on their 
property. Interstate 15 impacted a lot of farm land but it was for the 
common good and farmers do not get annual payments for 
Interstate 15. At least MATL is trying to mitigate the impacts from 
the line. He hopes that this project will lead to a larger tax base 
perhaps resulting in lower taxes. 

Response 593: Comments noted. See the revised discussion of 
tax revenues in Section 3.13. House Bill 3, Tax Incentives for 
Energy Development that was passed in the recent Special 
Session of the Montana Legislature modified tax law that 
would affect tax revenue from the MATL line. 



Comment 596: Tim Hoof submitted alternatives to DEQ and 
appreciates that his alternatives were considered and one 
incorporated into the tentative preferred action. He supports the 
economic development and benefits the line would bring. 

Response 596: Comments noted. 

Comment 597: What happens if a land owner doesn't sign an 
easement contract for the right-of-way? Would eminent domain be 
used? 

Response 597: Use of eminent domain is a last resort. However 
under Montana law (Section 70-30-102, MCA) eminent 
domain can be used for "electrical energy lines." These 
proceedings are handled through state court. More 
information on eminent domain can be found in the 
publication "Eminent Domain in Montana" available 
through the Environmental Quality Council and available on 
the internet at 

http://www.leg.mt.gov/content/publications/lepo/edhan 
dbook.pdf . Also see the response to comment 8. 



Comment 594: A Glacier County Commissioner commented that 
MATL has done the best job they can in trying to do the best to 
mitigate negative impacts to farmers. Sacrifice must be made and 
MATL has done an excellent job in trying to minimize impacts. He 
sees MATL as a watershed event that will bring other projects like 
wind farms and related businesses into the community. He 
supports the MATL project. 

Response 594: Comments noted. 



Comment 598: When will the routing decision be made? 

Response 598: DEQ has 30 days in which to issue its decision 
after the final EIS is published. 



Comment 595: Don Banyack supported the project but has 
concerns including: Concerns about H-frame structures and 
wonders why monopoles were not required. Monopoles might cost 
more but "What the heck is cost nowadays?" Farmers will be stuck 
working around the poles for life. 

Response 595: Comments noted. 
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Comment 599: How would the line affect GPS and computerized 
farming equipment? Who is responsible for these effects? 

Response 599: See revisions to Section 3.4.3. The agencies could 
condition approval of the line in a manner that would 
require MATL to investigate complaints and correct GPS 
interference caused by the line. GPS receivers communicate 
using microwave and radio frequencies. Many factors affect 
GPS use, including receiver/ antenna design, type of GPS 
equipment, satellite geometry, when a GPS satellite exhibits 
operational anomalies and proximity of shielding objects. 
Out-of-band emissions by radio, TV, communications, and 
radar transmitters can cause an electromagnetic interference 
problem. Other potential electromagnetic interference 
sources include gasoline engine ignition systems, TV and 
computer monitors, electric motors, fluorescent lights, ac-dc 
converters, alternators, and generators and switching power 
supplies. At the surface of the earth the satellite microwave 
signals are weak and any reduction of signal intensity due to 
scattering by transmission line conductors or noise due to 
corona and/ or gap discharges could degrade receiver 
performance or cause loss of signal lock. 

A gap discharge occurs between parts of hardware on a 
power line that are physically close but at different voltages. 
If the voltage becomes high enough, a spark occurs across 
the gap. Gap discharges tend to happen in dry weather and 
are more common in smaller distribution lines. Corona noise 
is caused when large electric fields at the conductor surface 
induce impulsive currents on the transmission line. These 
induced currents, in turn, cause wide band electric and 
magnetic "noise" fields that fill the entire frequency 
spectrum from below 100 kHz to approximately 1000 MHz, 
although they are usually too small to be measured above 10 
- 20 MHz. 



Presently, studies have found that transmission lines do not 
adversely affect most GPS usage and especially when GPS 
with high quality receivers and antennas was used, but the 
possibility exists. Studies have concluded that when 
receivers were used in close proximity to transmission lines 
that one satellite signal was diluted or lost. The loss of one 
satellite signal would not be completely detrimental since 
most GPS receivers rely upon a dispersed constellation of 
satellites to determine position, at least four or more 
satellites. Loss of lock on just one satellite could potentially 
affect accuracy due to an increase in dilution of position error 
caused by poor constellation accuracy. The transmission line 
could possibly cause a loss of signal lock. MATL would only 
be responsible for minimizing potential gap discharges and 
corona noise that has been identified as impacting GPS. 

Comment 600: Do wind power sites tie directly into the line? 

Response 600: As currently planned, wind energy sites would 
tie into the proposed Marias substation near the McCormick 
Ranch wind farm southeast of Cut Bank. 

Comment 601: How far along is MATL in Alberta? 

Response 601: A hearing began on October 30, 2007 and the 
Alberta Energy and Utilities Board must issue a decision 
within 90 days of the completion of the hearing. 

Comment 602: How long will it take to construct the line? 

Response 602: See Chapter 2 in draft EIS. 

Comment 603: What is the capacity of the transmission line? 
Would the structure design (H-frames versus monopoles) restrict 
future capacity upgrades of the line? 
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Response 603: Proposed capacity is 300 MW in each direction. 
No, structure design would not restrict future capacity 
upgrades. However, if future upgrades are planned then the 
line should initially be designed so that ground clearances 
would meet National Electric Safety Code regulations. This 
may affect pole height. Within reason either single or double 
poles can be used to accommodate any required additional 
ground clearances. 

Comment 604: Is the transmission line a connection into Alberta 
for protection and safety or for wind farm development? 

Response 604: MATL's line would help wind generators 

transmit their power to Canada or south to the US market. It 
would provide another transmission path that could be used 
if other lines were out of service. 

Comment 605: Why don't all of the turbines in wind farms run all of 
the time? They seem unreliable. 

Response 605: Wind turbines do not run all the time because 
they operate within an optimal range of wind speed. If the 
wind is not strong enough, the turbine would not turn and 
power would not be produced. If the wind is too strong, 
turbines are shut down or depowered to protect them from 
damage. Like all types of generators, wind turbines are 
sometimes deactivated so that maintenance can be 
performed on them. Lastly, generation may not occur if 
there is not a market for the power produced. 

Comment 606: Is wind power cheaper than power from other 
sources? 

Response 606: Currently, wind generated electricity is fast 
becoming cost competitive with electricity produced by 
natural gas-fired generation. This is especially the case with 



higher natural gas prices. However, wind farm developers 
still claim to need a tax credit to operate profitably in most 
locations, so they may not yet be competitive with more 
conventional existing forms of electricity generation such as 
coal and hydro power. 

Comment 607: Who pays for the line? Will the cost of the line be 
passed on to taxpayers? 

Response 607: MATL is financing the line by itself through 
investors. The cost will not be passed on to taxpayers. 

Comment 608: What is the MATL line going to do to the cost of 
power since approval of the line would open the market to Alberta? 

Response 608: MATL should have little effect on the cost of 
power in Montana. This is discussed in the draft EIS in 
Section 3.13. 

Comment 609: Information in Appendix F appears to be at odds 
with other laws and restrictions. Does the Major Facility Siting Act 
trump federal laws or other state laws? 

Response 609: Montana's Major Facility Siting Act does not 
"trump" other federal laws. After a Major Facility Siting Act 
certificate is issued, certain other state and local laws are 
preempted. Section 75-20-401, MCA, states: 

"Additional requirements by other governmental 
agencies not permitted after issuance of certificate 
~ exceptions ~ venue for challenging certificate 
issuance. 

(1) Notwithstanding any other law, a state or 
regional agency or municipality or other local 
government may not require any approval, 
consent, permit, certificate, or other condition for 
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the construction, operation, or maintenance of a 
facility authorized by a certificate issued pursuant 
to this chapter, except that the department and 
board retain the authority that they have or may 
be granted to determine compliance of the 
proposed facility with state and federal standards 
and implementation plans for air and water 
quality and to enforce those standards. 

(2) This chapter does not prevent the application 
of state laws for the protection of employees 
engaged in the construction, operation, or 
maintenance of a facility. . ." 

In addition, the Major Facility Siting Act does not 
preempt state agencies which have an ownership 
interest in land. For example, when state school 
trust land is crossed an easement or land use 
license is still required from DNRC and the Board 
of Land Commissioners for that property right. 

Comment 610: Is trespassing allowed outside of easements? 

Response 610: No. 

Comment 611: Cascade County commissioner Peggy Beltrone 
testified that the project is needed as a whole, and believes the 
process balances interests of agriculture and businesses along the 
route with the communities along the line with regard to renewable 
energy. She believes a good process was used in developing the 
project. 

Response 611: Comment noted. 

Comment 612: Commissioner Beltrone stated Montana has strong 
wind resource and the wind occurs in an area that has a very poor 
economic record. 



Response 612: Comment noted 

Comment 613: Commissioner Beltrone presented information 
indicating that the US Department of Energy has a National goal of 
20 percent wind energy and north central Montana has the 
potential for 5-10 GW of wind generation. Such a theoretical 5- 
lOGW development would physically disturb an area 26 miles in 
diameter within an area 186 miles in diameter. Transmission would 
be needed to transmit this power out of Montana. 

Response 613: Comment noted. The current proposal is for a 
transmission line with a capacity to move 300 MW in each 
direction as shown in Table 4.1-2 and would not be able to 
handle 5-10 GW. See Chapter 4 for the revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts from wind farm generation. 

Comment 614: Montana is in the western transmission grid which 
includes Alberta and British Columbia. Alberta is a natural trading 
partner but transmission is limited between Montana and Alberta. 
Montana has 600 MW wind generation that has subscribed to the 
MATL line if it is built. 

Response 614: Comment noted. Montana is in both the western 
and eastern transmission grids. The dividing line in 
Montana runs from about Fort Peck dam through Miles City. 
Transmission and generation east of this line operates as part 
of the eastern grid and west of this line electricity is 
exchanged in the western grid. In Montana a small amount 
of exchange between the grids occurs at Miles City. 

Comment 615: Mabel's worked with MATL to locate the line 
through the Teton River area and this would have prevented further 
paralleling of Northwestern Energy's line thus would have reduced 
farming impacts. DEQ's tentative preferred alternative surprised 
him and adds a total of 9 additional structures they would have to 
farm around for the rest of his life. Why does the DEQ alignment 
have to diagonal across his property? 
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Response 615: Alternative 3 diagonals through more farm lands 
and was located in close proximity to the Northwestern line. 
In scoping meetings other farmers indicated that another line 
close to the Northwestern line would cause more impacts to 
farming than a single line would. The alternative 2 crossing 
of the Teton River would be located on state owned land 
while alternative 3 that parallels the Northwestern line 
would be located on private land. The Major Facility Siting 
Act requires DEQ to select alignments on public lands when 
such alignments are as economically as practicable as using 
private lands. 

Comment 616: The commenter supports trade with Canada and 
developing renewable wind resources. 

Response 616: Comment noted. 

Comment 617: MATL is not a utility and therefore how can they 
gain the right of eminent domain? The MATL line would not be 
used to satisfy Montana consumers. 

Response 617: See response to comment 8. 

Comment 618: Commercial companies building lines should have 
to pay a yearly rent. Will private landowners have any recourse or 
revenue if the transmission line crosses their land? 

Response 618: Comment noted. See response to comment 8. 

Comment 619: When the missile silos were constructed the 
government did it the right way; poles are located 30 feet from the 
property line. If a transmission line is built along the edge of a field, 
it is easier to farm around the poles. 

Response 619: Comment noted. 

Comment 620: Commenter feels disenfranchised from the process 
because he leases a parcel of state school trust land and a couple 



of alternatives cut diagonally across this land. Farming practices 
are changing as farm equipment continues to become larger. 
Fields are larger as strips are combined, chemical sprayers are 100 
feet wide or wider, and therefore having to farm around structures 
is going to cost more. The commenter will try to negotiate with 
DNRC to lower the lease rate to use state school trust land 
because of the lost production and extra expenses to farm around 
power poles. 

Response 620: Comment noted. The agencies have worked with 
consultants to better quantify the costs of the line to farmers. 
See Section 3.13 for additional information. 

Comment 621: Anything worth doing is worth doing well. The 
commenter supports Alternative 4 even though it costs a bit more. 
However Alternative 4 is more environmentally friendly. 

Response 621: Comment noted. 

Comment 622: Commenter voiced support for wind farms but 
doesn't want to see transmission lines and wind farms in every 
landscape, especially the Rocky Mountain Front. 

Response 622: Comment noted. 

Comment 623: Concerned how energy development is occurring 
around the state in an unplanned, piecemeal fashion. The public 
and decision makers should have a better sense about what the 
expanded energy grid is going to look line when it is fully built up. 

Response 623: Montana law does not require a comprehensive 
plan for the grid. Projects, both generators and transmission 
lines, are built in response to growing demands. These 
patterns of growth vary geographically and over time. 
Transmission planners within and between these geographic 
areas propose new projects in response to these changing 
demands as needed. Thus it is difficult to say what the 
transmission grid will look like in the future. In Montana, 
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major new transmission lines are planned south of 
Townsend and/ or Garrison, west of Broadview, and MATL 
has discussed possibilities for new transmission lines 
between Great Falls and Townsend and from Alberta to 
Havre and Great Falls. 

Comment 624: The EIS needs to make it clear where the wind 
farms will be located. 

Response 624: See response to comment 22 and the revised 
discussion of cumulative impacts effects in Chapter 4. 

Comment 625: EIS does not address what the impacts would be 
from other proposed transmission lines connecting to the MATL 
line nor the cumulative impacts to wildlife from the MATL line and 
other proposed transmission lines connecting to it. 

Response 625: See Chapter 4 for a revised discussion of 
cumulative impacts. 

Comment 626: Concern was expressed about future upgrades of 
the transmission line. 

Response 626: Comment noted. The conductors that MATL 
proposes to use would be able to handle 600 MW but the line 
losses would be so high that this would be impractical. The 
project will run more efficiently, with low line losses, at 300 
MW (see response to comment 346 as well). Future upgrades 
are not proposed at this time, but remain a possibility. See 
response to comment 10 about ground clearance. 

Comment 627: Commenter supports the MATL project because it 
will benefit all of Montana. 

Response 627: Comment noted. 



Comment 628: 
his concerns. 



Commenter stated that MATL has accommodated 



Response 628: Comment noted. 

Comment 629: Why can't the line border the southwest side of the 
wildlife refuge? This kind of adjustment would take the line out of 
crop land for about 7-8 miles. 

Response 629: The mission of the national wildlife refuge 
system is "to administer a national network of lands and 
waters for the conservation, management, and where 
appropriate, restoration of the fish, wildlife, and plant 
resources and their habitats within the United States for the 
benefit of present and future generations of Americans". 
Under the National Wildlife Refuge System Improvement 
Act of 1997, the Secretary of the Interior is required to ensure 
that the mission of the system and the purposes of each 
refuge are carried out, except that if a conflict exists between 
the purposes of a refuge and the mission of the System, the 
conflict shall be resolved in a manner that first protects the 
purposes of the refuge, and, to the extent practicable, that 
also achieves the mission of the System (Public Law 105-57 
Oct. 9, 1997, 111 STAT. 1255). Benton Lake National Wildlife 
Refuge was established by Executive Order of President 
Herbert Hoover in 1929, as "a refuge and breeding ground 
for birds". Because power lines pose a risk of killing birds 
that collide with the lines, guy wires, and ground wires, it is 
highly unlikely that the proposed transmission line would be 
considered to be compatible with the purposes of the refuge 
and the federal system of wildlife refuges. Therefore the 
agencies conclude that there would be a very low probability 
that Fish and Wildlife Service would allow the line to be built 
on refuge lands. Consequently, an alternative to site the 
proposed transmission line on refuge lands was not carried 
forward for detailed consideration. 
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Comment 630: MATL said they would do 25 miles of monopoles. 
This would cut the cost of the annual fee given to landowners, and 
would help reduce costs to MATL. 

Response 630: Comment noted. MATL has revised its proposal 
so that single pole structures would be used where the line 
would cross 53 miles of cultivated land diagonally. 

Comment 631: Is there going to be another EIS for each wind 
farm? 

Response 631: An environmental review, whether an 

environmental assessment or an environmental impact 
statement, is required for most state and federal permitting 
actions. The state does not have permitting authority over 
wind farm siting, so it is unlikely an EIS would be prepared 
for future wind farms located on private land. 

Comment 632: Commenter does not dispute the need for the line. 

Response 632: Comment noted. 

Comment 633: There are still farming and visual impacts when the 
transmission line follows the section lines even if single poles are 
used. For example the commenter farms land where the Western 
Area Power Administration's 230 kV single pole line was built at the 
edge of the field. In the fall they harrow these fields and when they 
turn they have hit the pole with the outer end of the harrow causing 
extensive damage to the harrow. 

Response 633: Comment noted. The agencies concur. No 
matter which alternative is selected, impacts will result as 
discussed in the draft EIS. 

Comment 634: An aerial applicator was killed when the wing of his 
airplane clipped a guy wire on Western Area Power 
Administration's single pole 230kV line. 



Response 634: Comment noted. 

Comment 635: What is the potential for this line tying into the 
WAPA line at Shelby? The commenter has heard that there is 
excess power capacity on the WAPA line. Is this true? 

Response 635: MATL determined that tying into the WAPA line 
at Shelby would be too expensive due to electricity shippers 
having to pay two tariffs. A discussion about MATL tying in 
to Shelby as an alternative is found in Section 2.8, 
Alternatives Considered but Dismissed. Also refer to 
response to comment 40. 

Comment 636: Commenter supports the line because the 
economic effect is going to be positive for communities along the 
line. In addition, when private money comes in for each dollar 
spent it multiplies itself seven times through the community. By 
contrast, each government dollar brought in is multiplied by two. 

Response 636: Comment noted. 

Comment 637: Commenter has a concern about farming around 
the structures. He likes how MATL has shifted the line to the 
section line making it easier to farm around the poles. He supports 
the project and the potential for wind farms on Trunk Butte (also 
known as Belgian Hill). 

Response 637: Comment noted. 

Comment 638: Commenter who is a member of the MATL 
Montana Citizen Advisory Council supports the project because it 
will help bring good paying jobs and will be a good source of tax 
revenue. 

Response 638: Comment noted. See the revised discussion of 
tax revenues in Section 3.13 since the passage of House Bill 3, 
that was passed in the recent Special Session of the Montana 
Legislature. 
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Comment 639: If the line is built, will an upgrade occur? Would an 
upgrade require another EIS? 

Response 639: It is not known if a future upgrade would occur. 
An upgrade is not proposed at this time. An amendment to 
the Major Facility Siting Act certificate would be required 
only if additional right-of-way would be needed. Thus a 
review under the Montana Environmental Policy Act would 
be unlikely unless the Major Facility Siting Act certificate 
needed revision. 

Comment 640: The alternatives balance the effects between 
agriculture and wind development. 

Response 640: Comment noted. 

Comment 641: Commenter believes that wind power offers an 
opportunity for economic development and he would like to see 
more than four wind projects that are planned north of Great Falls. 
These will have substantial economic benefits for the region and 
there is a possibility of a wind turbine manufacturing facility. The 
proposed line will strengthen ties between Alberta and Montana 
and strengthen the existing electrical grid. 

Response 641: Comments noted. 

Comment 642: The window of opportunity for other projects is only 
open for so long and this project needs to come to a timely 
conclusion before these other projects can move ahead. 

Response 642: Comment noted. 

Comment 643: This would be the third line that crosses the 
commenter's farmland north of the Rainbow Switchyard and he has 
concerns about farming around the new line. 

Response 643: Comment noted. 



Comment 644: It's a 300 MW line not a 600 MW line as indicated 
in the draft EIS. It is not possible to send power both ways at the 
same time. 

Response 644: See response to comment 346. 

Comment 645: This line has limited capacity to handle the large 
amount of wind power that might be generated in the area. 

Response 645: Comment noted. 

Comment 646: There is limited capacity to move power south of 
Great Falls. 

Response 646: Yes, that is true. There is limited capacity to 
move power south of Great Falls at certain times. See 
response to comment 623 

Comment 647: Usually transmission lines are built by the 
generators of power. 

Response 647: Comment noted. A more recent model is for 
independent transmission line companies to build lines. 
Flowever, traditional integrated companies still build 
transmission lines in their territories. Independent system 
operators in some parts of the country also propose and 
build transmission lines. 

Comment 648: We are facing unplanned and piecemeal planning 
for expansion of the grid. Instead of this small line, a larger line 
should probably be built. Is connecting this line to the Montana grid 
at Great Falls the best idea? This line should probably not connect 
at Great Falls but connect somewhere further south. 

Response 648: See response to comments 623 and 346. MATL's 
proposed line is sized to meet the needs of its customers and 
allows for a bit of expansion. 
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Comment 649: MATL is not a utility but out to make a profit. Comment 651: Since the study area consists of 88 percent 

agricultural land and 69 percent is dry land cropland or CRP land, 
Response 649: The agencies agree that MATL is not a utiUty but reducing adverse impacts to this category of land should carry 

is a private transmission line service provider. MATL plans ^'^^^^ ^^'Sht when comparing the alternatives. 

on making profits from the services it provides. „ ^^^ ^ , ^ ... 

Response 651: Comment noted. See revised estimates of the 

„ . _^„ o * r. u *u * *u J * type of land use affected by the alternatives in Section 3.1. 

Comment 650: Senator Baucus has concerns that the needs of ^^ ■' 

farmers and ranchers be addressed. He favors production tax 

credits for spurring the development of renewable energy in 

Montana. He gives serious consideration to the concerns raise by 

the citizens and looks favorably upon positive growth and 

development of this kind of renewable and clean energy in the 

state. 



Response 650: Comments noted. 
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MONTANA ALBERTA TIE LTD 



COMMENTS ON THE LETTER FROM 

WAYNE BAUER TO 

THE MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

DATED 16 JULY 2007 



Mr. Wayne Bauer provided answers in the referenced document to questions posed by the Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality in a letter to him dated 15 May 2007. MALT considers those 
responses to be complete and accurate, but wishes to provide some additional information or 
perspective as noted below: 

10 Question from MDEQ: 

The conductor height listed on page 2-13 does not meet the requirements of the 2007 
National Electrical Safety Code. Minimum conductor to ground clearance should be 22.41 
feet and if they (MATL) take into account the height of modern farm equipment which 
exceeds the standard 14 foot vehicle road height, the conductor would need to be closer to 30 
feet off the ground. Hand written notes that accompanied the comment are attached. See 
comments 19 and 306 also. One response should be prepared for these three comments. 

mate's Response: 

Three different calculations of minimum conductor height have been presented: one derived 
by Mr. Shawn Dolan, one by MATL (via its design engineer, SNC Lavalin ATP) and one by 
Mr. Wayne Bauer. All are based on the NESC code for minimum conductor clearance but all 
arrive at slightly different conclusions. 

In order to address this discrepancy MATL approached the firm of Marne and Associates 
from Billings Montana who are specialists in applying the NESC code. Marne reviewed the 
height calculations of Mr. Shawn Dolan and Mr. Wayne Bauer and compared them to the 
calculations of MATL's design engineer, SNC-Lavalin ATP. His conclusion is that the 
calculated minimum conductor clearance employed by MATL is correct except for a small 
rounding error. 

MATL employed NESC 232D4 to determine minimum clearance because it is appropriate for 
the configuration of the MATL transmission line. MATL will install surge protection and 
other voltage control equipment to minimize over-voltage on the line which reduces air gap 
clearance requirements. With this additional electrical protection, the absolute minimum 
conductor clearance height allowed by code is somewhat lower than as calculated by both 
Mr. Dolan and Mr. Bauer while still maintaining safe clearances. 

As a result of Marne's assessment, MATL has corrected the round-off error to 21.2 feet and 
has modified the line design to reflect this. This rounding requirement was introduced in the 
latest edition of Section 23 of the NESC which was published after MATL's initial height 
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calculations had been completed. The small difference has no practical effect on the design of 
the transmission line. 

As has been identified by Mr. Bauer, the Design Clearance should prudently be greater than 
the calculated Absolute Minimum Code Clearance. In fact, that is the case with the MATL 
line for the following reasons: 

• MATL incorporates a 2 ft safety factor to accommodate variables in the land profile as 
well as construction tolerances. 

• The maximum sag is calculated at a conductor temperature of 100 degrees C. This 
only occurs when 600 MW of power is being transferred over the MATL line at an 
ambient temperature of 32 degrees C. However, MATL is only permitted to transfer 
300 MW. When transferring 300 MW at an ambient temperature of 32 degrees C the 
sag will be a further 2 ft less than at 600 MW. 

• The maximum design sag is calculated at the full design span between poles. 
However, it is often not possible to optimize the line design because of fixed points 
such angles or dead ends. The conductor will be higher than the minimum clearance 
in these abbreviated spans. 

MATL is designing to standard vehicle heights as stipulated by NESC. Should a landowner 
have particular requirements for additional clearance, MATL will accommodate these 
known conditions. At crossings where relevant regulations or conventions apply (e.g. when 
crossing railways), MATL will increase the minimum clearance appropriately. 

13. The executive summary lists wind power as being able to provide a firm backup power 
source to Northwestern Energy. Wind is not considered firm power by transmission 
planning entities such as WECC. Wind is also not seen as a reliable source of capacity. 

MATL's Response: 

Wind generation is not a source of firm backup power and any such inference would be 
incorrect. This misinterpretation may have originated from the statement that: "The MATL 
line could also create another opportunity for Montana's largest privately owned 
transmission and distribution utility. Northwestern Energy, to obtain regulating reserves for 
its transmission system control area." As has been demonstrated by the wind farms, the 
MATL line is a useful conduit for connecting generation to load. It could similarly be used to 
bring regulating reserves to the Northwestern system, but by its nature such reserve would 
have to come from a source of generation other than wind. 

19. Conductor height listed on page 2-13 does not meet the requirements of the 2007 NESC. 
Minimum line to ground clearance should be 22.41 feet based on a 14 foot vehicle height. 
Farm equipment typically exceeds this height and lines should be designed to accommodate 
anticipated vehicle heights. A photocopied portion of NESC Clearance calculations was 
attached to this comment and is enclosed. 
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MATL's Response: 

Refer to the answer to question 10. 

38. What is the cost of unguyed single pole construction at points of inflection compared to the 
cost of proposed guyed angle structures? Diagrams of the proposed angle structures, both 
single pole and H-frame structures are attached. 

MATL's Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 1. 

306. In the draft EIS there is a statement that the minimum line to ground clearance of the MATL 
line would be 21.5 feet. This distance is too low to comply with the requirements of the 
governing code of the National Electric Safety Code. The line to ground clearance needs to be 
increased to alleviate the code violation. The NESC requires that line clearances be set to 
accommodate the tallest equipment that one would reasonably expect to work under them. 
Many pieces of farm machinery, when in operation, exceed the 14 foot vehicle heights in 
accordance with the NESC. 1 (the commenter) am including excerpts from the NESC and 
clearance calculation worksheets for you reference. For 230 kV line crossing farmland, line to 
ground clearances around 30 feet would be more practical. The referenced worksheets are 
attached. 

MATL's Response: 

Refer to the answer to question 10. 

385. DEQ seeks an opinion on the costs (estimate) comparing proposed H-frame construction, 
single pole long-span design (with a concrete base), and single pole design (with direct 
embedded poles). The estimate would assume construction across flat to gently rolling 
farmland and access along the right-of-way from nearby farm or country roads. The estimate 
would be compared with those provided by MATL in application materials submitted to the 
department. These materials are attached. You would be expected to contact MATL and 
MATL's engineering contractor to understand and document how MATL derived its costs 
estimates including its application. 

MATL's Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 1. 

385a. Are the conductors proposed by MATL appropriate to the 600 MW line envisioned in 

MATL's application (300 MW in each direction with the potential to eventually handle 400 
MW in each direction)? If not, how would the opinion of costs change in response to 
comment 385? 
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MATL's Response: 

Refer to MATL Response dated July 17, 2007 to DEQ Supplemental Information Request of 
June 28, 2007, question 2. 

358b. When the transmission line can handle 300 MW in each direction, is it appropriate to refer to 
it as a 600 MW line? 

MATL's Response: 

No. The 300 MW rating is the end-to-end Path Rating as designated by WECC. 

360. Would the opinion of cost change if the line were designed to handle a maximum of only 300 
MW in each direction? Is so, how much would a line capable of handling only 300 MW cost? 

MATL's Response: 

The MATL line is designed and is being permitted to move 300 MW end-to-end, 
bidirectionally. The cost of the line reflects this designed capability. 

700. One of the alternatives suggested following the hearings would place the conductors near a 
grain storage bin. The bin in question is located at T25N, R2E, SWl/4 OF SWl/4 Section 29 
(see attached map). How close to the bin could the line be built and still meet code 
requirements? 

MATL's Response: 

MATL will adhere to NESC requirements as well as any other pertinent regulations when 
designing its line in proximity to grain storage bins or any other structures. Alternatively, 
MATL may offer to move the grain bin at its expense, to a new location, acceptable to the 
owner and away from the proposed route. 

Lastly, DEQ requests calculation for the induced short-circuit current for a sprayer that is 130 feet 

wide when it is positioned parallel to and beneath the proposed line in to locations: a) near a 
structure, and b) at mid-span. 

MATL's Response: 

MATL has not checked HDR's calculation of a 0.79 mA induced current, but MATL has 
investigated whether or not an induced current at this level represents a health hazard. The 
value of 0.79mA is well below the safety limits stipulated in IEEE Standard 80-2000 
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